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This study investigated the question of whether an adaptation of documentation as 
practiced in the schools in Reggio Emilia, Italy, can be successfully utilized in the United 
States. If documentation is successful, connections, extensions, and projects will develop 
as a result of the documentation process. 
A case study approach was used. Four teachers were given seven training 
sessions dealing with the theory and application of specific documentation techniques. 
These teachers were observed and interviewed to determine whether they used 
documentation more effectively in the classroom than at the start of the study. They were 
compared with other teachers who had not received instruction in the documentation 
process. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background and Problem Statement 
While there are many approaches to early childhood education, many educators 
agree that a child-oriented, developmentally appropriate curriculum through which 
children build their own knowledge base is an objective worth pursuing. This implies an 
active exploration of children's real-life interests and problems. Furthermore, it suggests 
children have a role in their education and educators should respect and respond in a 
pertinent way rather than lecture at them. Determining a pertinent way of exploration is 
an approach that is intentional, complex, and an ongoing process for the educator. 
John Dewey (1963) was a proponent of the necessity of active participation on the 
part of students if real learning is to occur. However, Dewey cautioned educators to 
remember the important and influential role of teachers. His claim for this relevant role is 
apparent in the following statements: 
The development occurs through reciprocal give-and-take, the teacher 
taking but not being afraid also to give. (p. 72) 
The belief that all genuine education comes about through experience does 
not mean that all experiences are genuinely or equally educative, (p. 25) 
John Holt (1974) argued for freedom in the field of learning. Holt stated that 
often schools tell children to think not about what interests and concerns them, but about 
what interests and concerns their educators. He stressed that children should have the 
right to control and direct their own learning. The question of how the educator 
purposely facilitates the child directing their own learning needs to be attended to for a 
cohesive educational experience. 
1 
Leila Gandini and Carolyn Edwards (1988) recognized that the 33 schools in 
Reggio Emilia were sensitive to the above concerns: 
Teachers ensure that these activities are rarely done in a casual, unguided 
way. Rather, though they respect the children’s spontaneity and follow 
their lead, they see themselves as actively cooperating in the creative 
process. They create favorable or stimulating situations to provoke the 
children. They extend children’s experiences by offering questions, 
materials, and related experiences. They communicate their regard for the 
children’s activity by composing posters of photographs taken during the 
process of learning and creating. They also create displays of the 
children’s work, arranging together all of the children’s separate efforts so 
that each piece retains its individuality even as it contributes to a powerful 
aesthetic statement, (p. 15) 
Theoretically, this type of education will enable children to become productive, 
problem-solving citizens. Although a child-oriented approach to education has been 
widely advocated by many theorists, including Dewey, such theories are often difficult to 
implement in practice. Therefore, many of these theoretical ideas have either not been 
enforced in the classroom or have been misinterpreted in their applications in the 
classroom. Perhaps these misinterpretations are due to a hurried attempt at a conclusive 
answer. 
In the forward to The Hundred Languages of Children: The Reggio Emilia 
* 
Approach to Early Childhood Education (Edwards, Gandini, Forman, 1993), Hawkins 
remarked on how Americans are looking for a “quick fix” and this would undermine what 
the schools in Reggio Emilia are about. He stressed that the Reggio Emilia schools 
highlight an important challenge and an approach for educators in the United States, and 
that to reduce the role of the Reggio Emilia schools to a prescription would be an 
injustice. It would be similar to the inappropriate interpretations of the English Infant 
Schools that occurred earlier. In the following statement, Hawkins stressed the need for 
educators to realize this is an ongoing process that needs serious reflection: 
But it can be a great mistake for us, as it was in the case of desire to 
emulate the English Infant Schools, to think that we can somehow just 
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import the Reggio Experience. By reputation we are prone to look for the 
“quick fix.” Such an attitude would deprecate the very achievement it 
professes to admire. Among many other institutional and cultural 
differences, we in the United States do not know such solidarity, such 
sustaining communality, reshaping itself in the ways Malaguzzi describes, 
demanding better education for children. Our social landscape is different, 
so must our battles be. (p. xvii) 
Dewey is one of the most misinterpreted theorists. Many educators have 
implemented his ideas by developing open, unorganized situations that often result in 
chaos. Dewey (1963) clearly advocated activities that were relevant to the learner and 
carefully attended to and evaluated by the educator. As exemplified in the following 
statements, he stressed the need for an attention to activities being connected, and the 
connection between personal and educational experiences: 
I assume that amid all uncertainties there is one permanent frame of 
reference: namely, the organic connection between education and 
personal experience, (p. 25) 
Again, experiences may be so disconnected from one another that, while 
each is agreeable or even exciting in itself, they are not linked 
cumulatively to one another. Energy is then dissipated and a person 
becomes scatter-brained, (p. 26) 
Continuity and interaction in their active union with each other provide the 
measure of the educative significance and value of an experience, (pp. 44- 
45) 
One approach that has apparently proved fruitful in implementing some of these 
ideas noted above is that of the Reggio Emilia schools in Northern Italy. In the forward 
to The Hundred Languages of Children: The Reggio Emilia Approach to Early 
Childhood Education (Edwards, Gandini, Forman, 1993), Gardner praised the schools in 
Reggio Emilia for the close relationship between their progressive philosophy and their 
practices. He noted how each child was carefully cultivated and guided in all domains. 
This guidance and connection between theory and practice will take time and require 
« 
careful examination amongst educators. 
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In the last 30 years, the teachers in the Reggio Emilia schools have taken the time 
and continued the process of careful analysis. This process of collaborative examination 
has developed sound constructivist theory and demonstrated it to experts in education. 
“Constructivist theory” refers to learning by doing and the development of knowledge 
and understanding based on the child’s own interests. Early childhood professors such as 
Edwards, Forman, Gardner, and Katz have described and advocated the Reggio Emilia 
approach. 
One of the special features of the Reggio Emilia approach is called 
“documentation.” Documentation is an essential part of what is working in the schools in 
Reggio Emilia. It does not simply refer to the beautiful art work throughout the Reggio 
Emilia schools, nor is it just concrete examples of both the processes and products that 
are part of a child’s education. Documentation is much more. It is a fundamental way of 
building connections. There are numerous connections to which documentation is 
integral. Three major connections are (a) the connection between the many audiences 
(e.g., parents, children, administrators, community, and staff personnel) and the 
experience, (b) the connection between the work itself and the producers (e.g., by 
revisiting a project at a later time or by redoing a project using a different medium), and 
(c) the connection between theory and practice. Eva Tarini reminded American educators 
that what is seen in the schools in Reggio Emilia is much more than “meets the eye”: 
* 
I realize that the spiral of theory driving practice and practice altering 
theory is a cycle which helps educators to maintain integrity in their 
programs, (p. 4) 
Gandini (1984) addressed this integrity of the documentation process. 
Visual expression through many media is one of the keystones of the 
curriculum. The results of the children’s work, composed into striking 
displays by the teachers, literally surround the children in every part of the 
school. Children’s work is not casually creative, but rather is the result of 
a guided exploration of themes and events that are relevant to the life of 
the children and the larger community. 
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There are many tools for capturing documentation. A few tools are audio and 
video recorders, video printers, and notetaking by teachers. Examples of pieces of 
documentation include photographs, samples of art work, and recorded narratives. 
Documentation (as seen in the Reggio Emilia schools) serves many useful 
educational purposes. Documentation is aesthetically pleasing. It is relevant to the 
children's lives. The documentation panels are frequently utilized as building blocks in 
the acquisition of knowledge and problem-solving skills. Documentation is also 
significant in that the child and the teacher can review or “revisit” documentation as part 
of the child's educational development. Documentation becomes the history in the room. 
This visual and auditory history of products and processes provides for immediate 
accountability to families and educators. / 
This study was designed to investigate a training program for conveying the 
documentation process to preschool teachers in the United States, and to determine if this 
training results in a successful utilization of an adaptation of the documentation process 
by those teachers. 
If the resulting implementation of the documentation process was successful, 
connections, extensions, and projects would develop as a result of the documentation. A 
critical part of the study was an investigation of whether the use of the process can help 
change teachers’ practices towards planning for children. How the teachers developed 
and utilized documentation for assessment was also examined. 
Definitions of Terms 
There are many terms that are used frequently throughout this study. Although 
some of these terms may seem to be common, it is critical that an understanding of the 
terms is specified. This attention to detail will help avoid a misinterpretation and 
overgeneralization of this beginning of an adaptation of the Reggio Emilia approach. 
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Projects 
Projects are studies that encompass the explorations of teachers and children. 
According to Amelia Gambetti’s presentation for the University of Missouri in Kansas 
City (April 15, 1993), three weeks is a relatively short project in the Reggio Emilia 
schools. Although no two projects will probably ever be identical, certain underlying 
principles to document these projects seem inherent. 
Lilian Katz was attracted to the Reggio Emilia approach. In The Hundred 
Languages of Children: The Reggio Emilia Approach to Early Childhood Education 
(Edwards, Gandini, Forman, 1993), she described these six contributions to the projects 
approach made by the proponents of the Reggio Emilia approach: (a) a higher 
expectation for pre-primary children, (b) a use of work for further discussion and 
continual work (which she stressed makes work more valued to children), (c) the notion 
that realistic representation does not inhibit children’s creative and abstract expressions, 
(d) the notion of children as teacher apprentices working together, (e) a shift from 
academics (as often overestimated in the United States) to intellectual skills, and (f) a 
shift from an industrial-corporate model (this assembly-line method is often applied in 
the United States) to a family-community model. 
Katz stressed that the informal nature of the curriculum, physical set-up of the 
school, roles of the children, and the system of the teachers staying with the children for 
three years facilitated the six features mentioned above. 
The researcher noted that the physical set-up and mixed age groupings of the 
children at the Berkley Child and Family Development Center (discussed later) was 
helpful in accentuating many of the positive features noted above by Katz. 
Documentation 
Documentation is an ongoing process that is a fundamental part of the Reggio 
« f 
Emilia schools. It is a recording and reporting of activities and events in the life of the 
schools in an intentional and purposeful way of communication through many mediums. 
6 
This is not merely a display of a child’s or the children’s work; it is much more. It is 
doing so in a way that communicates what it means to be a child, and a method of using 
the environment as a third teacher in the classroom and facilitating a feeling of group 
cohesiveness. Carolyn Edwards discussed at the National Conference of the Education 
for Young Children (Anaheim, California, November 1993) how documentation is 
similar to the concept of “developmentally appropriate practices” in that documentation is 
something agreed upon, as a positive quest, yet a specific definition is difficult to pin 
down. The introduction in The Hundred Languages of Children: The Reggio Emilia 
/ 
I 
Approach to Early Childhood Education (Edwards, Gandini, Forman, 1993) described the 
following three major purposes of documentation: 
Provide the children with a concrete and visible “memory” of what they 
have said and done in order to serve as a jumping-off point for the next 
steps in learning; provide the educators with a tool for research and a key 
to continuous improvement and renewal; and provide parents and the 
public with detailed information about what happens in the schools as a 
means of eliciting their reactions and support, (p. 9) 
Documentation attempts to capture significant occurrences of both the processes 
and products of discovery in the school environment. Documentation can be achieved in 
many ways, such as through panels, actual graphic representations the children produce, 
video recordings, photographs, and anecdotal and narrative transcriptions of children’s 
conversations. There are many ways to document, and the documentation on the 
surrounding environment can become a concrete representation of the children’s 
memories. The environment then becomes a book, a historical account of classroom 
projects. Documentation based on significant experiences can be a foundation for 
creating projects and a place where children may revisit an experience and extend their 
concepts. It involves a process of building on the ideas of children and helping them to 
explore and enlarge their perceptions. 
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At the Diana School, in Reggio Emilia, according to Vea Vecchi (Edwards, 
Gandini, Forman, 1993), who is an atelierista (see below), documentation, at first, was 
seen as a way to inform the public about what was happening at the Reggio Emilia 
schools. Later, documentation and educational work with children have become more 
interconnected and mutually supportive. This is a rewarding yet ongoing and difficult 
task. Atelieristas visit each classroom and consult with teachers and children regarding 
this process. 
Terms Related to Both Projects and Documentation 
There are concepts that are inherent in both projects and documentation. This is 
not surprising because there is a reciprocity between the two. Projects and documentation 
involve collaboration and are not done in isolation of each other. The documentation 
process is a fundamental way for the educators and children to develop worthwhile 
connected projects. Through careful analytical utilization of the documentation process, 
rich, informative, and powerful projects emerge. 
The Cycle. A continuous cycle is essential in the design and execution of projects 
and to achieve good documentation. For the teacher, this cycle involves making 
hypotheses, observing, capturing, revisiting, and extending. Observation of the 
extensions may lead to new hypotheses about the child or another project. 
First, as Carlina Rinaldi (Seminar, June 1994) stressed, a key to documentation is 
observation. She also states how it is difficult for the observer to remain objective, but 
that to have different points of view can be helpful and is useful to better understand a 
situation. Therefore collaboration and tools for observing are necessary. Observation is a 
way to find out what is important to the children and a way to capitalize on critical details 
derived from them. There are many tools for observations. Some possibilities of tools 
may be direct observation of children’s activities, narratives, anecdotal records, 
checklists, tape recorders, videos, video printers, and cameras. 
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In a detailed manner, significant events in the lives of children, teachers, and 
families are captured so that they may be revisited. This is described below. 
Transformation. Transformation refers to the concept of what happens in 
situations in which children experience changes from one form to another. These 
situations may be specifically designed or they may be natural situations that the teacher 
utilizes. For example, children can see how an object can appear larger or smaller when 
it is a shadow behind a screen; or they can see how the shadow of a colorful object 
/ 
maintains its form even as it becomes black and white. Another example would be 
showing children a film of a seed sprouting and becoming a plant. By showing the actual 
metamorphosis from one form to another, the teacher has provided a context for true 
learning, rather than a confusing and disjointed experience, as might result from simply 
showing children seeds and plants, and telling them that one turns into another. By 
observing transformation, children improve their ability to make connections. The 
teacher is taking the familiar and making it novel. 
This is an important practice that supports documentation. Documentation 
requires teachers to ask questions and to follow up reflections on previous discussion. 
Through this follow-up, the teacher will discover the true interests of children; this can 
serve as a way for the teacher to check out and evaluate what is happening. An activity 
with continuity will take place if children’s reflections are observed carefully. 
This is supporting a critical value held by Dewey and the Reggio Emilia process, 
which is that continuity is of vital importance to a genuine educative process. Variations 
through transformations (e.g., a change in size or lighting) lead to overarching themes. 
People need to make connections in order to achieve understanding. 
In one of the projects (the ballet dancers) the researcher observed in a videotape of 
a delegation to Reggio Emilia, familiar graphic representations created by the children 
had been reduced in size (through use of a Xerox machine). This novel change in a 
familiar representation provided connection and continuity to the project. 
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Extension of Activities. Extension of activities refers to new experiences being 
connected to the past (e.g., trying to represent something with another medium) rather 
than several disjointed activities. This connection deals with three major elements 
pertaining to the children: (a) interest will increase, (b) there may be a conceptual 
deepening, and (c) the attention span of the children will be longer. Thus, extension of 
activities may allow reconstruction to occur at a deeper level. 
Revisiting. Revisiting is not merely redoing. Rather, revisiting entails reflection 
and encouragement of thinking about one’s own and another’s thinking. Teachers need 
to be aware of the value and power in revisiting and include revisiting as an intentional 
part of the system. Intentionality does not preclude incidental occurrences of possible 
revisiting scenarios to be embraced. Revisiting is a process of reviewing the discovery 
that has been captured and made concrete through documentation. Revisiting allows and 
encourages extension, connections, and understanding. 
Cooperation and Collaboration 
These terms stress the value of revisiting social learning. First, children must 
become members of a community that is working together (cooperation). Once there is a 
foundation of trust, and children and adults are members of a working community, 
constructive conflict may be helpful in gaining new insights (collaboration). Curriculum 
is more valuable when it is acti ve instead of passive. Having to explain ideas to someone 
else clarifies these ideas. In addition, conflicts and questions allow for connections and 
extensions. There is a chance for bringing in different expertise. Thus, teachers need to 
“aggressively listen” and foster collaboration between all the members of the community 
whenever possible. Teachers may do this by going to clusters of children and asking 
them to document and then by discussing the emerging notions. Real learning takes place 
when they check, evaluate, and then possibly add to each other’s work. 
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deconstruction 
Co-construction refers to the fact that the meaning of an experience often is built 
in a social context. A child can learn to construct knowledge with peers and adults. Co¬ 
construction emphasizes the social nature of such activities in which cognitive conflict is 
emphasized. 
Perhaps Loris Malaguzzi (Edwards, Gandini, Forman, 1993), the founder of the 
Reggio Emilia experiencej referred to the force of co-construction when he advocated the 
following: “We seek to support those social exchanges that better insure the flow of 
expectations, conflicts, cooperation, choices, and the explicit unfolding of problems tied 
to the cognitive, affective, and expressive realms” (p. 62). 
Webbing 
Webbing is a system of curriculum planning based on the organization of 
brainstorming efforts around a specific idea and branching out from this. Webbing is not 
utilized in the schools in Reggio Emilia. However, since many educators in the United 
States embrace webbing, it may be a useful element of the documentation process. Lilian 
Katz and Sylvia Chard (1990) describe ways that webbing may be useful for initially 
outlining and then elaborating on plans for projects. Katz and Chard propose that the 
projects that webbing facilitates are more developmentally and culturally appropriate. 
Flowcharts 
Flowcharts are an organized system of recording curriculum planning and 
assessment based on ongoing collaboration and careful review. A flowchart records this 
information in such a way that one can see the step-by-step process of how relationships 
are built. They are more complicated than mere webbing. Flowcharts are a valuable 
device for adults to make predictions when working on the process of documentation. 
They help the teachers organize and keep in mind the nature and purpose of the 
curriculum. The purpose of the flowcharts is to tell the past (what happened before), the 
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present (what is being discussed now), and projecting the future (what predictions can be 
made in preparation for what may emerge). There is an excitement about this process 
because teachers will see themselves as researchers and look for solutions. Flowcharts 
are an essential tool for future consideration in establishing an ongoing process of 
documentation. Flowcharts show acts across time. Therefore, as Forman (May 1995) 
mentioned in a conversation to the researcher, flowcharts are more of a sequential 
J 
representation than webbing, which is more of a semantic net with no real flow to it. 
These are illustrated in the video An Amusement Park for Birds (Gandini and Forman, 
1994). 
Atelierista 
An atelierista is a teacher who has a special training that supports the curriculum 
development of the children and other faculty members. There is an atelierista in each of 
the Reggio Emilia preprimary schools. In The Hundred Languages of Children: The 
Reggio Emilia Approach to Early Childhood Education (Edwards, Gandini, Forman, 
1993), Vea Vecchi (one of the atelieristas) described her role to Leila Gandini as 
someone who guides children and teachers. Vecchi stated that this is a role that takes on 
different styles and attitudes in the 20 preprimary schools in Reggio Emilia. In this 
conversation with Leila Gandini, Vea Vecchi described the reciprocity of the roles of the 
teachers, children, and the atelierista: 
Working together, guiding the children in their projects, teachers and I 
have repeatedly found ourselves face-to-face—as if looking in a mirror- 
learning from one another, and together learning from the children. This 
way we were trying to create paths to a new educational approach, one 
certainly not tried before, where the visual language was interpreted and 
connected to other languages, all thereby gaining in meaning, (p. 121) 
Pedagogista 
« 
The word pedagogista is difficult to translate into English. They are educational 
consultants that strive to implement the philosophy of the system and advocate for the 
12 
image of the child, while also making critical connections (e.g., between the families, 
schools, the community, and internationally). They are built in as part of the carefully 
planned support system of the Reggio Emilia schools. There are seven pedagogistas that 
have ongoing collaboration with the people involved with the schools in Reggio Emilia. 
Five of these pedagogistas are general child development experts, one is a special needs 
(in the Reggio Emilia schools respectfully called “special rights”) expert, and one is a 
puppeteer. 
Portfolios CVersus Documentation 1 
Meisels and Steele (SACUS, 1992) comprehensively defined assessment portfolio 
as follows: 
A collection of a child’s work that demonstrates the child’s efforts, 
progress and achievements over time. Accumulation of a portfolio 
involves the child and the teacher as they compile the materials, discuss 
them, and make instructional decisions, (p. 5) 
Documentation and portfolios both support the ongoing development of children. 
Portfolios concentrate more on a child. Documentation may use some of the same 
elements of portfolios, but documentation is presented in a way to help children make 
connections and help adults learn about the essence of the child. For example, adults may 
make connections about how children reason about and observe their daily environment 
in a capable and competent manner, yet differently than adults. Children may, for 
example, connect past and present thoughts, materials, and relationships. 
In a personal conversation with Leila Gandini (March 1995), she helped the 
researcher distinguish between documentation and portfolios. Gandini stated that often in 
portfolios the process is not seen. Rather, the focus of the portfolios is often the product. 
Also, portfolios show the child by his or herself. Documentation, on the other hand, is 
multifaceted. In the schools in Reggio Emilia documentation includes portfolios. 
Documentation extensively illustrates both the process and the product. In 
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documentation, the child is seen as an individual but also in relation to a group, with 
various possibilities for the individual, the group, the teachers, and the families. 
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 
The major purpose of the research was to investigate the degree to which 
documentation can be taught effectively to teachers in the United States in a limited 
number of seminar sessions. The effectiveness of the teaching was determined by a series 
of structured interviews and by monthly classroom observations over a period of seven 
months. 
The study was designed to investigate the following research questions: (a) Do 
teachers use documentation (as previously defined) to a greater degree after systematic 
instruction in documentation?; (b) Do teachers show an increasing willingness to have 
children collaborate and make connections after instruction in documentation?; (c) Does 
the process of learning about documentation affect teachers’ assessment strategies, 
especially of portfolios?; and (d) Do teachers’ practices become more developmentally 
appropriate as a result of using documentation in early childhood education? 
The study was based on a first-hand examination by the researcher of the Reggio 
Emilia process and a consideration of implications for early childhood educators in the 
United States. A basic question was whether an adaptation of the process of 
documentation as practiced in the Reggio Emilia schools could be effectively utilized by 
teachers in another culture. 
Hypotheses 
1. Asa result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show evidence of making the children's interest the main focus of their teaching the 
children. (“Curriculum” Hypothesis) 
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2. Asa result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show evidence of an increased willingness to experiment with the documentation 
process. (“Wall/Time” Hypothesis) 
3. Asa result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
perceive their role differently (more child-centered). (“Revisiting” Hypothesis) 
4. Asa result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
increase provocation and extension of the children’s ideas. (“Reasoning” Hypothesis) 
5. Asa result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show increased use of constructive (supportive) conflict with the children. 
(“Provocation” Hypothesis) 
6. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show an improved environmental set-up in the classroom (as related to an increase in 
the process of documentation that was previously defined). Thus, the set-up will be 
reflecting organization of the environment, a use of historical sequence, and a sense of 
a connected and ongoing process. (“Wall/Activity” Hypothesis) 
7. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
use documentation for an increasing degree of accountability as related to portfolio 
assessment. (“Family Link” Hypothesis) 
8. Asa result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
increasingly use portfolios as a tool of instruction for children and for accountability. 
(“Portfolio” Hypothesis) 
Significance of the Study 
John Goodlad (1984), in a large-scale survey of American schools (kindergarten 
through senior high school) addressed what he considered the major problems of 
American education. Goodlad found that teachers teach as they were taught. He stated 
that usually student teaching perpetuates this problem since a conventional model of 
teaching tends to be the norm. Goodlad believed that although teachers probably read 
and talked about alternative teaching practices (such as those advocated by Dewey), their 
courses in educational philosophy or psychology are limited in time and tend to be 
concerned with theories rather than their application in actual practice. Thus teachers 
stick to the conventional, “safe” practices. 
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The reseacher hoped this study would provide a start toward a solution to the 
problem Goodlad presented. A new theoretical framework was not only explained, but it 
was tied to practical hands-on experiences with children. Teachers had seven months to 
actually work on making connections between the theoretical and practical implications 
of the Reggio Emilia processes. The framework of the Reggio Emilia approach provided 
a viable alternative to the conventional learning most teachers in the United States 
experienced as children or as student teachers. 
There has been little investigation of how the Reggio Emilia processes might be 
communicated effectively to teachers, and this study helped to determine whether some 
of these processes are adaptable to early childhood education in the United States. The 
study was also of value as an effort to help teachers accept and develop an alternative 
educational process. 
This was the first time in a United States setting that there had been an 
investigation of whether instruction in documentation would affect teachers’ actual use of 
documentation with three-, four-, and five-year-olds. This was also the first time that a 
study had been made of the relationship between documentation and assessment. 
There are three possible educational components in any classroom: (a) the 
teacher, (b) the environment, and (c) the children. This study was designed to investigate 
the effects on teachers and children of having documentation (as defined previously) in 
the environment—as exemplified in the Reggio Emilia schools. If such effects were 
positive, they provide a basis for planning in many kinds of early childhood classroom 
situations. It is hoped that such an approach to planning would allow teachers to focus on 
children’s ideas as a basis for the development of connected concepts. 
If it is determined that the Reggio Emilia approach can be adapted effectively to 
American schools,.the energy of classroom teachers would be utilized as productively as 
possible to build a communal environment. The staff and children would mutually be 
observers and researchers. Useless bulletin boards could be replaced by more effective 
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methodologies as children formulate their own history on panels to enhance the whole 
school. Leila Gandini (1991) in the article “Not Just Anywhere: Making Child Care 
Centers into ‘Particular’ Places” reminded educators that documentation and a “rich” 
environment are not limited to the classrooms: 
This work is not restricted to bulletin boards or hallway walls. It turns up 
even in unexpected spaces like stairways and bathrooms .... The schools 
in Reggio Emilia could not be just anywhere. On the one hand, the 
garden, the walls, the tall windows, the handsome furniture all say, This is 
a place where adults have thought about the quality of space, (p. 9) 
The design of this study encouraged teachers to work with children and colleagues 
in different ways to foster the excitement of rediscovery and “true” learning. Once the 
creativity of the child is encouraged, the children can be said to be “empowered,” and 
possibilities expand for all people involved in the school environment. It is hoped that 
teachers and children experienced an increase in pride in their work and their links with 
the community, as they sensed a purpose in the classroom environment. It is also hoped 
that, eventually, adequately trained teachers will become researchers on their own and 
generate hypotheses to be examined and evaluated. Their training in this project 
supported the groundwork for such activities. 
The investigation of documentation may also have been relevant in the area of 
teacher accountability. It delineated some of the possible ways that documentation may 
relate to portfolios and the issue of assessment. 
The results of this research should be of value to instructors in the area of early 
childhood education as they develop curriculum programs and might also help in 
determining the value of a seminar-like approach in training of this kind. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The focus of this section of the study is a review of the literature relating to 
documentation. Available references on the Reggio Emilia approach were thoroughly 
reviewed. 
First, there was an examination of webbing and project approaches to teaching in 
early childhood education. Also, information on keeping portfolios was scrutinized. 
Portfolios (a method for instructional synthesis) versus public display (displays in 
the classroom and school building for peers, parents, and children to view) were 
compared and contrasted. Assessment and evaluation are processes that are often 
required for accountability, and portfolios and displayed documentation are related to 
these processes. In addition, an evaluation of observation and qualitative analysis versus 
standardized methods of evaluation were analyzed. 
For the purpose of this dissertation, the following is a sampling of the literature 
review. 
Brief Synopsis of Resources 
Reggio Emilia 
In this research study, all eight hypotheses were related to the effects of 
instruction in the documentation process on teachers. In order for the teachers to 
understand the process of documentation, it was critical to set up a framework of what 
documentation is and where documentation came from. In this research study, the 
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documentation process was defined in terms of the Reggio Emilia approach. Therefore, a 
review of the literature in regard to the Reggio Emilia approach was necessary. There are 
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many articles and a book (The Hundred Languages of Children: The Reggio Emilia 
Approach to Early Childhood Education, by Edwards, Gandini, and Forman, 1993) which 
are mentioned throughout this dissertation. The following is a brief synopsis of some of 
these materials. 
An overview, illustrating documentation, was presented by the Infant and Toddler 
Centers and Preschools of the City of Reggio Emilia (1987). This book. The Hundred 
Languages of Children, reminded readers that there is not a quick formula to capturing 
this process. 
The Hundred Languages of Children: The Reggio Emilia Approach to Early 
Childhood Education by Edwards, Gandini, and Forman (1993) expanded on the material 
in The Hundred Languages of Children. The Hundred Languages of Children: The 
^ffig^^pl^^^^^^^^^^wfflijPiood EducatiQn presented a comprehensive and 
inclusive study of the Reggio Emilia approach. This book provided overviews by 
respected Italian and American early childhood professionals. As stated in the last 
chapter of the book, it hoped to raise questions for the educators about staging projects, 
representational strategies, group dynamics, teaching strategies, cognitive goals, and 
interpretations of children’s work. The book should create conflict and encourage 
reflective thinking and practices. Loris Malaguzzi (February 1993) underlined this goal 
when he reminded a delegation (in which the researcher had participated) that visited the 
Reggio Emilia schools that if they had left with more questions than they had when they 
arrived then, he had accomplished something. 
A look at both cultures and at perspectives within the cultures was necessary 
before the implementation of an adaptation of the documentation process. It is critical to 
note that the research that was the basis of this dissertation was carried out in an 
American setting. Thus there were cultural differences to be taken into account. New 
(1990) attended to these differences in her article “Early Child Care and Education, 
Italian Style: The Reggio Emilia Daycare and Preschool Program.” She described the 
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features of the schools that reflect the Italian culture. New then outlined the issues that 
should be applied in the United States. 
For the purpose of this study, the descriptions of New (1989) and Edwards, 
Gandini, and Forman (1993) of displays for memory and communication were relevant. 
Also, their reminder of the environment as a teacher that provides many opportunities is 
valuable. Furthermore, they emphasized that art education in Reggio Emilia is more than 
just art. Rather than mere art, this education provides an integrated constructivist 
curriculum, in which exploration and expression of multiple points of view are enhanced. 
Advice was given to the delegation to Italy (February 1993) in which the 
researcher was a participant, and Edwards, Gandini, and Forman (1993) also were careful 
to state certain cautions. They stressed the need to attend to the integrity, the processes, 
and the learning qualities of documentation. Documentation is not simply display but is a 
fundamental part of the project approach. They emphasized that the teacher must have an 
awareness of the role conflict plays in learning. Group dynamics and an agreement to 
disagree are relevant and essential to the documentation process. 
Hypothesis Six (“Wall/Activity”) specified the following: As a result of 
instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will show an improved 
environmental set-up in the classroom (as related to an increase in the process of 
documentation that was previously defined). This set-up should reflect organization of 
the environment, a use of historical sequence, and a sense of a connected and ongoing 
process. Edwards, Gandini, and Forman (1993), and the Infant and Toddler Centers and 
Preschools of the City of Reggio Emilia (1987) provided many examples of this crucial 
environmental set-up, which made the environment indeed a third teacher. 
Portfolio Assessment 
In this study, portfolio assessment is part of Hypothesis Seven (“As a result of 
instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will use documentation 
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for an increasing degree of accountability as related to portfolio assessment”) and 
Hypothesis Eight (“As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers 
in the study will increasingly use portfolios as a tool of instruction for children and for 
accountability”). 
It is important to ask the question: What are the strengths of portfolios? Implicit 
in this study is the idea that performance assessment is preferable to standardized testing. 
This study put an emphasis on ongoing activities that are reflective, child-centered, and 
process-oriented. 
Gelfer and Perkins (1991) argued that parents are the most significant influence in 
a child’s life, and a tool such as portfolios communicates progress and growth to them. 
Furthermore, they stated that portfolios provided information to the teachers, and helped 
children question and reflect on their work. 
In “Put Portfolios to the Test,” Values (1991) advocated the use of portfolio 
assessment and specified the need for more than a one-time limited testing approach for 
assessment. The article emphasized that portfolio assessment is not simply providing a 
folder that holds children's activities. The author stated that portfolios should contain a 
sample representing the following two perspectives: (a) what the child sees as his or her 
best activity (children and teachers make the selections) and (b) evidence of performance 
on a given range of categories. 
Also, Stone (1992) discussed why portfolios are a beneficial tool for both teachers 
and children. She pointed out that portfolios may be a way to use assessment to help . 
children grow, as opposed to testing, ranking, and sorting them. She stated that the goal 
of educators is not to label or compare children. Rather, there is a need to respect the 
unique needs, interests, abilities, learning rates, and learning styles of each child, as well 
as the unique teaching style of each teacher. 
Stone suggested that portfolios may be a way to illustrate a sound philosophy of 
education since they deal with the whole child. Portfolios should be designed to protect 
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the individuality of the teacher and the learner. Portfolios can illustrate the concept that 
process is also important (along with products) in education. Therefore, portfolios are a 
way to guide children rather than just arbitrary tools of evaluation designated to show 
success or failure. 
Related to this, Perlman (1991) in the article “Developing a Comprehensive 
Assessment Program” discussed the use of standardized tests (within the Chicago Public 
School System) compared to performance assessment. He presented a number of 
criticisms of the content of standardized tests. The following are some of these 
criticisms: (a) the tests are too general, (b) they do not cover all relevant outcomes, (c) 
they do not actually assess the curriculum (d) they are inappropriate for some groups of 
children, and (e) standardized tests just teach children to mark a correct answer rather 
than produce one that translates to “real life” expectations. 
Perlman stated that portfolios were a valuable assessment tool. They produced a 
rich database for parents, school staff, and students, and encouraged students to develop a 
sense of responsibility for their work. 
Although many educators are advocating the use of portfolios, there is a lack of a 
clear and commonly accepted definition of portfolios in the literature. For the purposes 
of this study, it was important to come to an understanding of portfolios. 
Graves and Sunstein (1992) stated that at the present time there is much 
experimentation concerning portfolios. Thus in reality, portfolio assessment, in terms of 
education, is in its “infancy.” In one chapter, Graves and Sunstein (1992) presented a 
glimpse of portfolio utilization for artists and inventors (where there is a history of 
portfolio utilization). These examples demonstrated how portfolios are ever-changing 
reflections of the individual, what he or she values, and his or her progress toward 
personally set goals. Therefore, historically, people preparing portfolios are involved in 
an ongoing process of self-evaluation and constant adjustment. 
22 
Johns and VanLeirsburg (1991) felt there was a growing familiarity with portfolio 
assessment among professionals. Most professionals agreed with the following four 
guiding principles for portfolios: (a) A sound assessment includes texts, tasks, and 
contexts; (b) Assessment must be ongoing; (c) There is a need for a wide range of 
processes, responses, and activities; and (d) Assessment must represent active and 
collaborative reflections by both the teacher and student. 
It is hoped that professionals are in agreement with these four crucial points. It is 
essential that portfolios not be disjointed scrapbooks. Rather, they should be systematic 
and purposeful. Much of the literature involving portfolio assessments has asserted a 
critical need for reason and organization. 
For example, Gelfer and Perkins specified that portfolios are more than an 
accumulated collection of the child’s work placed in a folder. Rather, the authors 
discussed the following: (a) how portfolios should look, (b) how portfolios should be 
organized, (c) what contents should be included, (d) how to make the selection of the 
contents, and (e) how the portfolios should be evaluated and reported. 
Obviously, what goes into portfolios for preschoolers will be different from what 
goes in for older children. There is not a consensus in the literature about the following 
issues: (a) Do preschool and elementary portfolios have different purposes? and (b) What 
are the roles of teachers and children at various levels? 
Much of the literature is concerned with portfolios of older students. Primary 
schools tend to stress academics, and this leads to a different emphasis on the part of 
educators. However, respecting and responding to individuals is common to portfolios at 
all levels. 
A source that could provide a foundation for preschool educators is The Portfolio 
and Its Use (Southern Association on Children Under Six, SACUS, 1992). SACUS 
recommended portfolio assessment as a means to teach children to solve problems and to 
become more self-initiating. The book also stressed how portfolio assessment will 
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empower and professionalize teachers. In addition, the parent-teacher relationship is not 
ignored. 
The use of examples of children’s work and possible alternatives for checklists, 
charts, and records is a valuable part of this book. Furthermore, SACUS summarized 
many of the instruments utilized for early childhood assessment, with a description of 
each and its technical quality. 
Meisels (during the Work Sampling System Conference, July 1993) suggested a 
performance assessment system for preschool through third grade. The portfolio is one 
part of this system. He advocated that all teachers formulate a child-centered approach 
and use observation as a major tool for capturing information. As stated in this 
conference, the major difference between preschool and primary portfolios seemed to be 
that primary portfolios would contain more products, and the older children would spend 
more time collecting samples and then reflecting upon them for their portfolios. 
Stone (1992) suggested that portfolio assessment may support (rather than drive) 
curriculum. This may happen because of the following eight criteria. Portfolios should 
1. increase a teacher’s awareness of how children learn; 
2. document student progress and growth; 
3. support and guide instruction; 
4. communicate to children and parents each child’s successful growth; 
5. link teaching, learning, and assessment into an interactive model in a positive way; 
6. through ownership, help the child value the work and process; 
7. provide lifelong learning; and 
8. support a child’s chance for success, competence, and self-worth. 
A process Qrientation and reflection on work are things to be advocated for young 
and older learners. Vygotsky and Malaguzzi were supportive of these important 
attributes. Lev Vygotsky, in Mind in Society (translated 1978), had pointed out that 
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product examinations do not illuminate process. Malaguzzi (February 1993 delegation) 
discussed the power of children when reflecting and revisiting their work. He reminded 
the delegation how we often underestimate the thinking skills of young children. 
However, portfolio assessment may be difficult to implement, as linking the 
theoretical and practical is often difficult. Perlman listed five negative discoveries about 
the utilization of performance assessment: (a) teachers spend as much as 20 - 30% of 
their professional time directly involved in assessment-related activities, (b) in-service 
training about assessment is rare (c) the training that was given was often seen as not 
helpful, (d) many teachers do not feel prepared to do assessments, and (e) inadequate 
classroom assessment can have a variety of negative effects on learners. 
Johns and VanLeirsburg (1991) surveyed 128 professional educators to determine 
growth in knowledge and use of portfolio assessment. They found that the concerns for 
portfolio assessment among professionals tended to focus on the practical problems 
related to the systematic collection of information. Planning, managing, and organizing 
portfolios, as well as preparing notes and completing checklists, were major practical 
concerns. 
On the basis of the literature described above, the following three topics may 
provide valuable brainstorming exercises for inservice teacher training: (a) What goes 
into a portfolio?, (b) What are some quick and easy ways to capture information and 
implement portfolios?, and (c) What are the common elements in documentation and 
portfolios? 
Webbing 
“Webbing” could be an essential element of the documentation process. It is 
popular in teaching training in the United States. However, webbing is not utilized in the 
Reggio Emilia schools. In the article “I Know What I'm Doing, I Just Don t Know What 
to Call It,” Becher (1983) described webbing as a process designed to organize the 
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teacher’s and children’s brainstorming efforts around a specific idea and branching out 
from this. Becher supported and reaffirmed ideas familiar to many early childhood 
educators. She surmised that webbing resulted in an integrated written record of 
knowledge, processes, resources, and learning experiences, and provided a detailed basis 
for project development. 
Thus, as a result of instruction in webbing, it is hoped that the teachers in this 
study will show an increase in their skills in extending and building on children’s ideas. 
At the early childhood level, teachers should use webbing in relationship to children’s life 
experiences. Becher (1983) emphasized (a) the importance of play and (b) helping young 
children organize, associate, and integrate their knowledge, as adults help them with 
webbing. 
Also, webbing provides for an ongoing and active curriculum to be developed 
through observation. Workman and Anziano (1993) gave examples how webbing is 
developed by observing children and documenting their recurring interests and activities. 
Workman and Anziano stated that developmentally appropriate activities come 
from webbing and provide children with a choice of concept and action-oriented 
activities. They stressed that this is not a static event, but rather an ongoing process. 
Webbing may help avoid the danger of fragmented and scattered ideas. It is 
critical in webbing that ideas be systematically organized. In the article “Promoting 
Active Thinking and Comprehension Through the Use of Graphic Organizers,” Brown 
(1988) discussed visual aids such as mapping, webbing, and pyramiding. (These are 
visual means of organizing brainstorming efforts around a specific idea.) She suggested 
that these visual aids depict relationships among concepts and help with their 
organization. Brown described graphic organizers as helpful in three major ways: (a) 
They help students utilize and relate prior knowledge, (b) Graphic organizers are strong 
instructional tools, and (c) They serve as an alternative to traditional outlining. 
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The five elements previously listed concerning webbing seem similar to the basic 
attributes of portfolio assessment and documentation. Documentation, portfolio 
assessment, and webbing all include the following: (a) an ongoing and active curriculum 
developed through observation, (b) a systematic organization of ideas, (c) the sense that 
children are the “text,” (d) an increase in the extensions of ideas, and (e) a concrete 
account of what is happening. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHOD 
Introduction 
This study investigated the effects that training sessions focusing on 
documentation had on teachers’ actual practice in their classrooms. The approach was 
based on an adaptation of the Reggio Emilia program in Italy, which is an example of the 
constructivist and social constructivist approaches to education. 
A case study approach was used in the investigation. This approach is 
recommended and described by Yin (1989): “A case study is an empirical inquiry that: 
investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries 
between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in which multiple sources 
of evidence are used” (p. 23). 
Subjects 
This was a case study of a treatment group of four preschool teachers at the 
Berkley Child and Family Development Center, who participated in a series of training 
sessions and collaborative meetings developed for this study. This is a newly built center 
for early childhood education in a large midwestem urban university (the University of 
Missouri—Kansas City) and is known as a “state-of-the-art” school. The teachers all 
began teaching at the Center on June 1, 1993, and have mixed age groups of 15 to 17 
three-, four-, and five-year-olds. They are the only four teachers at the Center teaching 
this age group. They all have degrees in Early Childhood Education and have had 
previous teaching experiences. 
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There was a control group of four teachers working in early childhood education 
in another school who did not participate in the training sessions and collaborative 
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meetings. Both the treatment and control group teachers were trained in their 
undergraduate work in “developmentally appropriate” methods. The four teachers in the 
control group had volunteered to be part of the research. They all teach preschool at the 
Jewish Community Center in Overland Park, Kansas. The Jewish Community Center 
was chosen because the school is known for quality child care. It is accredited by the 
National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC). The Berkley 
Center was not accredited at the time of the study. 
Treatment Conditions 
The treatment group subjects were involved in a fourteen week “course” with the 
researcher. During these fourteen weeks they were given a training session every other 
week dealing with the theory and application of specific documentation techniques. On 
the weeks in which there were no formal training sessions, there was an informal 
collaborative meeting between the researcher and the teachers. These informal meetings 
were meant to model and encourage collaboration and risk-taking. Time away from the 
children, as well as food, were provided by the researcher in an attempt to highlight the 
importance of this planning time for teachers to meet together. 
In total, there were seven treatment sessions and seven informal collaborative 
meetings. A synopsis of what the treatment sessions covered will be discussed in this 
section. More details regarding them are provided in Appendix C. The researcher’s 
reflections regarding the sessions and meetings are provided in Appendix E. 
The first treatment session set the groundwork for the case study. The following 
two broad questions were considered: (a) How does knowledge occur? and (b) In 
general, what is the Reggio Emilia approach? 
The second treatment session began to get into specifics. “Observation was the 
specific issue discussed. (The researcher felt this was a precursor to developing the 
documentation process.) The treatment regarding observation was divided into three 
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steps. The first step was to help the participants try to separate data from interpretation. 
The second step was to balance interpretation versus judgment, and, concerning 
interpretations, look at how collaborative efforts may be useful. The third step (which 
was inherent in the initial two steps) was to realize the complexity of the task of 
observing. During this session the researcher and participants generated a list of 
strategies to make observations work. 
Treatment session three focused on the importance of what the teacher chooses to 
select from his or her observations. The participants were asked to videotape scenarios 
from their classroom in preparation for this session. During the session the participants 
and researcher watched and discussed the scenarios. Together they chose significant 
parts to be captured on the video printer. Deciding the significant parts was a major 
objective. The agenda was reflective thinking regarding what may capture the child (or 
another audience) for extending ideas and making connections. 
In the fourth treatment session the participants and the researcher discussed the 
logical next step for the activity that had been captured in the last session. The 
inspiration, regarding generating hypotheses, from an adaptation of the proponents of the 
Reggio Emilia approach was utilized in this session. 
Treatment session five was a continuation of session four. Participants were 
asked to search out deep, relevant connections for children. A discussion of how often 
adults contrive issues to try to promote integrated learning versus checking what fits in 
with the natural order of the child’s world was facilitated. 
The main purpose of treatment session six was to explore verbal and nonverbal 
provocation. Materials or words that may foster a child’s curiosity were considered. The 
researcher asked the participants to explore personal experiences where constructive 
criticism was informative. 
Treatment session seven (the final treatment session) involved the relationship 
between portfolios and documentation. The differences between portfolios and 
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documentation were discussed. The questions regarding portfolios and documentation 
that were addressed were the following: (a) What is documentation?, (b) What will 
documentation look like?, (c) Who is the audience(s) for documentation?, (d) Why is 
documentation beneficial?, and (e) How can documentation be implemented? The same 
questions were then asked concerning portfolios. 
As a result of the treatment group’s participation in the treatment sessions and 
collaborative meetings, the researcher expected to see the following transitional stages as 
teachers moved from being dispensers of knowledge to being researchers on their own: 
1. The teachers will begin to allow children to make more choices. The materials on the 
wall will become more than mere decorations and begin to incorporate children’s 
experiences (e.g., photographs of children and graphic art work). 
2. At the beginning, teachers will be resistant to transcribing audio and videotapes. 
They may show confusion about the meaning of choice and about the connections of 
experiences. 
3. The teachers will be forgetful about putting names (or identifying photographs) and 
dates on the children’s work as they begin using more children’s work in their 
displays. To counteract this resistance, the researcher developed questions about the 
display from the observations. The researcher also presented problems of this nature 
in the training sessions and practical ways of avoiding confusion. 
4. As the training sessions (listed in Appendix C) continued, the researcher expected 
there would be problems concerning co-construction and scaffolding. To help with 
these difficulties, the researcher modeled desirable behaviors in the training sessions 
and had teachers describe their problems with these areas. A chart was developed to 
illustrate actual classroom problems and ways to overcome them. The researcher also 
presented real-life situations she has encountered and had teachers role-play possible 
solutions to these problems. 
5. Asa result of the training sessions, teachers would begin to become researchers on 
their own, generating hypotheses and beginning to think reflectively in problem¬ 
solving terms. Teachers will be encouraged to do this through modeling on the part 
of the instructor and role-playing activities that incorporate opportunities for many 
problem-solving techniques. 
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Data Collection Method and Instrumentation 
To collect the data needed to test the hypotheses, the researcher utilized (a) 
structured interviews, (b) classroom observations, and (c) a diary kept of the research. A 
structured interview form and an observation sheet were designed to allow quantification 
of the information obtained from the first two of these data sources. 
Structured Interviews 
The Treatment and Control Group teachers were individually asked to respond to 
a structured interview form (Appendix B) at the beginning (October 1993), middle 
(January 1994), and end (May 1994) of the research project. (At the end of the study, the 
teachers were given transcriptions of their previous interviews and asked for their 
reflections.) The teachers were provided with a tape recorder for recording their 
responses. They were asked to complete the interview within one week. The following 
background information was requested: (a) the teacher’s name, (b) the number of 
children and teachers in the classroom, (c) the number of years teaching, (d) the teacher’s 
educational background, (e) the date of the interview, and (f) the time at the beginning 
and end of the interview. The teachers were directed verbally by the researcher and in 
writing on the interview questionnaire to try to stay under one hour in their response. 
The structured interview forms were developed by the researcher and were 
assessed by two Early Childhood Professors. These two professors discussed the intent 
of the interview questions with the researcher. Separately, they carefully assessed if the 
interview questions measured what they were designed to measure. The professors 
suggested changes that the researcher then implemented. The changes were then checked 
with the professors to make sure they had captured their intent. When their assessment 
was accepted, the researcher combined the suggestions from both professors and 
submitted the interview form to them for a reexamination. When both professors 
accepted the structured interview form, face validity was established. 
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Classroom Observations 
In addition to being interviewed, the teachers were observed in their rooms once a 
month for seven months during the case study. To capture a range of classroom 
activities, the observations were made for two hours, alternating between two classrooms 
every fifteen minutes. The observations were done by the researcher and an independent 
data collector (Nancy Everett, an early childhood educator and researcher for the 
University of Missouri) using an “observation sheet” designed for this purpose (Appendix 
D). 
To ensure reliability, the independent data collector and the researcher did an 
interrater check at the Independence Head Start school using the observation sheet. This 
interrater check was conducted before the formal observations until a reliability score of 
at least 85% between observers was obtained (i.e., their observation sheets were marked 
with identical ratings for 85% of the items). They did two additional interrater checks 
throughout the seven-month period to assure consistency. Dr. Gilbert Rees, a retired 
professor in education from the University of Missouri—Kansas City, scored the interrater 
observations. 
The interrater check at the Independence Head Start school took place Tuesday, 
October 12, 1993, from 9:30 to 11:30 a.m. In the class observed, there were two teachers 
and sixteen kindergartners present. Nancy Everett and Amy Sussna achieved a 
consistency score of 86.5%. Dr. Rees calculated this score on Wednesday, October 27, 
1993. 
Limitations of the Study 
The study was based on a case study of four teachers in one early childhood 
program in a midwestem urban university. It may not be generalizable to other 
0 
populations. The limited number of subjects may not be adequate to draw broad 
conclusions. Furthermore, this was a beginning of the adaptation of the documentation 
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process. It is impossible to capture the integrity of thirty years of reflective thinking, in 
which the proponents of the Reggio Emilia approach have meaningfully engaged, in 
fourteen weeks of a case study. 
The interviews were based on self-reports of the control group and treatment 
group participants. These self-reports for the treatment group may be a limitation 
because of the subjects desire to please the researcher. However, for the treatment group 
participants, classroom observations were used to verify the self-reports. Also, to avoid 
answers to appease the researcher, all the teachers were given a tape recorder in which to 
answer the interview questions privately. The researcher transcribed these answers. 
The following section lists five assumptions that were inherent in this case study. 
Assumptions 
1. The training sessions presented clearly and effectively the beginning techniques of an 
adaptation of documentation and lead to increasing use of the process. 
2. The interview forms and classroom observation forms measured what they were 
designed to measure. 
3. The seminar approach conveyed the necessary information and allowed for adequate 
practice before implementation. 
4. The seminars (described in Appendix C) reflected the progressive continuum the 
teachers followed. 
5. The case study approach was adequate to investigate the effectiveness of training 
sessions in an adaptation of the documentation process. 
Analysis of Data 
In order to evaluate the structured interview results, a sorting instrument was 
developed by defining and then rating minimal to optimal achievement of the teaching 
characteristics mentioned in the eight hypotheses (Appendix A). To apply the 
instrument, the interviews were first broken up into small “chunks. Each chunk was 
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then evaluated to determine what level of performance it illustrated for each of the eight 
hypotheses. To provide an objective measurement, four levels of performance were 
defined for each hypothesis, ranging from minimal (which was equated to a score of 
“Level 1”) and optimal (which was equated to a score of “Level 4”). 
In order to ensure consistency and repeatability, the interviews were coded by 
both the researcher and Marian Miller (an early childhood educator who is currently 
consulting and adjunct faculty at Lesley College in Cambridge, Massachusetts). So that 
her ratings could be compared with the researcher’s, Ms. Miller and the researcher 
conducted some practice interviews before beginning to code the actual data. To obtain 
the practice interviews, two student teachers in early childhood education at Park College 
(a small college in Parkville, Missouri) submitted interviews. The interviews were coded 
by Marian and the researcher. The practice interviews were then utilized for training 
sessions to clarify the sorting instrument. The following information was learned during 
the training sessions. 
In rating the teachers’ responses, the following practices were found to be helpful 
and were followed: 
1. Interview chunks that were not relevant to a particular hypothesis would be marked 
“x” for that hypothesis. 
2. If it seemed as if more information was necessary to get a true understanding of how 
an interview chunk should be evaluated with regard to a particular hypothesis, it was 
marked at the level specifically supported by the data and was designated with an “I.” 
More information might have resulted in a higher rating, as it is difficult to know 
what some of the vague or jargon comments meant to the teacher. The “I” did not 
affect the scoring itself, but was helpful in the procedure to deal with the possible 
ambiguity for the people coding. 
3. The numbers became confusing so each hypothesis was given a nickname. The 
designated nicknames are listed with the hypotheses in Chapter I. 
4. It was determined that it was important to assign ratings only on the basis of what was 
explicitly stated, and not to infer meanings. 
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5. When rating, the first impression seemed the most reliable, and therefore should be 
used. 
In addition, it was found that some of the hypotheses needed clarification for the 
evaluators to be able to rate the teachers’ responses consistently with regard to them. 
First, it was necessary to determine how inclusive Hypothesis One (“Curriculum”) 
should be of different types of curricula. It was necessary to narrow the type of 
curriculum planning that Hypothesis One referred to in the study. Since social-moral 
curriculum planning was attended to in other hypotheses it was decided that Hypothesis 
One would deal with the other three important domains designated by Project Construct 
(Hays, 1992): cognitive, representational, and physical. Also, it was decided that the 
teacher needed to specify that this was an issue for planning, rather than being inferred by 
the people coding the information. 
Regarding Hypothesis Two, it was discussed that there could be a category higher 
than Level 4. The next rating would deal with the possibility that items displayed for 
documentation might become ragged. Once the documentation has been posted, people 
may forget about it and it may become neglected. Also, there may be no room left to add 
more documentation. This is a concern that needs to be reflected upon in future studies. 
Hypothesis Three was clear as long as the focus was kept on redoing (versus 
revisiting). Redoing was exemplified when the teacher incidentally or purposefully set 
up the situation so the children could retry an experience. Revisiting entailed the teacher 
acting as a verbal or nonverbal challenger who would probe children to think about and 
examine what they had experienced and thought about before. Revisiting was strongest 
when there was a reflection upon how that information might be utilized. 
With respect to Hypothesis Four, it was decided that all reasoning should be 
considered. For example, negotiating social issues was as relevant as logical- 
mathematical thinking. The central issue was this: does the teacher take into account the 
potential of children. 
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A clarification for Hypothesis Five was specified. It was determined that it dealt 
with co-construction, not conflict resolution. Whether the teacher initiated further 
thought was the chief agenda. Since many of the responses were listed in terms of the 
teacher replying “I did .. .the first indication was to determine if the teacher saw her 
role as passive. Also, when the teacher strived to maintain the status quo it was marked 
as maintenance. 
There were no special interpretation problems with Hypotheses Six, Seven, and 
Eight. 
By following these procedures, a mean consistency score of 82.6% was achieved 
for the eight control group interviews. In other words, the researcher’s and Marian 
Miller’s scores agreed 82.6% of the time for those interview chunks found to be relevant 
by at least one of the coders. Detailed consistency scores may be found in Table F.l for 
the control group and Table F.2 for the treatment group (Appendix F). 
CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH RESULTS 
Introduction 
This research described and compared the acceptance by four teachers in the 
United States of (a) the documentation process, which is part of the Reggio Emilia 
approach, (b) teaching, and (c) the image of the child. The purpose was to gain insights 
into the how teachers understand the documentation process and put it into practice. In 
addition, the question of what factors influenced the teachers was addressed. In doing so, 
attention was paid to the role of the experience in a new laboratory school affiliated with 
a university, the short period of treatment sessions, as well as other factors, in explaining 
the results. This last chapter will discuss each of these issues, drawing conclusions based 
upon the data gathered and suggesting implications for both research and practice. 
Concepts and Practice 
This research began with four treatment group participants selected on the basis of 
being hired because of their dedication and screening (through references and an 
interview process) which sought out developmentally appropriate teachers, to teach in a 
new, state-of-the-art school. The four members of the control group were also from a 
state-of-the-art school. The control group had recently been accredited from the National 
Association for the Education of Young Children, thus indicating that they also sought 
out developmentally appropriate practices. 
Data Collected 
This section utilizes three data sources to describe the changes noted in the 
teachers’ behavior relevant to each of the hypotheses. 
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The first data source is comprised of structured interviews conducted with each of 
the control group and treatment group subjects in both the fall and winter. The questions 
used for these interviews are in Appendix B and selected key responses are available 
from the researcher. The interview transcripts were evaluated by the researcher and 
another person, as described in the previous chapter. This resulted in scores ranging from 
Level 1 (indicating a minimum level of performance of the actions referred to in the 
hypotheses) to Level 4 (indicating a maximum level of performance) for each hypothesis 
for each teacher in both the fall and winter. (A consistency measurement of these two 
evaluators is presented in presented in Table F.l, for the control group, and in Table F.2, 
for the treatment group. These may be found in Appendix F.) Tables 4.1 and 4.2 at the 
end of this chapter summarize the results of this evaluation. 
The second data source is comprised of classroom observations recorded on 
detailed observation forms. These observations were used to provide a more in-depth 
understanding of the information gathered in the treatment group interviews. The 
observation form is presented in Appendix D. The results are presented in Table H.l, 
found in Appendix H. (The analysis of the interrater check of these observations may be 
found in Tables G.l, G.2, and G.3, found in Appendix G.) 
The third data source is the open-ended diary kept by the researcher throughout 
the study. This diary recorded all of the researcher’s reactions and observations of the 
participants’ reactions in weekly sessions. The diary is presented in Appendix E. 
Throughout these data sources and the following discussion, pseudonyms have 
been substituted for the actual names of the treatment group and control group subjects. 
Hypothesis One (“Curriculum”) 
All four treatment group subjects showed improvement (whereas none of the 
control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used to 
evaluate their curriculum planning. For instance, Debbie went from Level 2, in the fall, 
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to Level 4, in the winter. Consider Debbie’s response to interview question one (“How 
do you organize your curriculum content?”). In the fall she said: 
Beth is new, and so are some of the children, we’re [the whole class?] all 
still trying to get to know each other and discover what they're [the 
children’s] interests are. As we find these things out we are transitioning 
smoothly from week to week, or trying to. Trying to have things carrying 
over and go with what they show an interest in. 
This exhibits Level 2 for Hypothesis One since it shows that Debbie planned the 
curriculum taking into account what the children expressed an interest in exploring. 
However, to be Level 3 it would need to indicate that after observing the children, Debbie 
reflected on the children’s expressed interests with colleagues to develop curriculum 
content. It is not clear whether this reflection occurred. 
In the winter interview when asked the same question Debbie said 
The children are the main source of our ideas .... We frequently ask the 
children what they’re interested in, what would you like to talk about, 
what would you like to know about. We [Beth and Debbie] try to think of 
where they [the children] might go with those interests. Also, what we 
have started doing now, we have a suggestion box, and we have a place on 
our activity sheet for parents’ ideas and information. 
This exhibits Level 4 for Hypothesis One since it shows that Debbie and Beth 
discussed options. They planned the curriculum taking into account what they observed 
so they could try to hypothesize where the children’s interests might go. Furthermore, it 
was not only colleagues collaborating, there was input from parents and children to 
develop curriculum content. 
Improvement by the treatment group along the dimension covered by this 
hypothesis was also confirmed by the researcher’s observations of the treatment group 
teachers’ classes. For those indicators relating to Hypothesis One, the Treatment Group s 
average level rose from 2.81 (out of 4.00) during the first two observations (which took 
place on November 17, 1993, and January 3, 1994) to 3.27 during the final two 
observations (which took place on April 26, 1994, and May 17, 1994). 
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Hypothesis Two (“Wall/Time”) 
Three of the four treatment group subjects showed improvement (whereas none of 
the control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used to 
evaluate their increased willingness to experiment with the ongoing process of 
documentation. For instance, Vicky went from not mentioning projects that were posted 
in the environment, in the fall, to Level 2-1, in the winter. Consider Vicky’s response to 
interview question three (“Are children encouraged to revisit ideas?”) in the winter: 
I’m finding that revisiting is sort of happening on a natural basis because 
of the documentation and the pictures we have taken early and have put up 
on the wall. The children ... talk about “remember when.” 
This exhibits Level 2 for Hypothesis Two since it shows that Vicky has made a 
connection to (rather than completely changing) existing work. This is corroborated by 
the observations. In particular there were dates on the procedures and projects (with 
descriptions and anecdotal records) for at least a two week time span. A few of the 
photographs had been present for over a month, but these were not connected to anything 
else. To be Level 3 it would need to demonstrate stronger connections for a longer period 
of time. 
Improvement by the treatment group along the dimension covered by this 
hypothesis was also confirmed by the researcher’s observations of those teachers’ classes. 
For those indicators relating to Hypotheses Two, the treatment group’s average level rose 
from 2.00 during the first two observations to 3.40 during the final two observations. 
Hypothesis Three (“Revisiting”) 
Three of the four treatment group subjects showed improvement (whereas none of 
the control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used to 
evaluate whether the teacher is interested in helping the children think about their 
thinking. For instance, Beth went from Level 1, in the fall, to Level 2, in the winter. 
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Consider Beth’s response to interview question three (“Are children encouraged to revisit 
ideas? If yes, can you tell me an example?”) In the fall she said 
We try to revisit ideas all through the week based on our theme. For 
instance if we were talking about feelings we would try to, through the 
day, create or observe environments where certain feelings were being 
expressed and at that time draw attention though them and that includes 
during the week, or we try to carry it through whenever we see it, 
whenever it occurs. 
This exhibits Level 1 for Hypothesis Three since it shows that Beth redid an 
experience with the children. However, to be Level 2 it would need to indicate that she 
facilitated connections being made from one experience to the next, so the children 
actually revisited experiences, instead of just redoing them. 
In the winter interview when asked the same question Beth said: 
We keep artwork up for a period of time. If a child remembers something 
that we did before we’ll get a book out and read about it or discuss an idea 
... or ask the children if they remember what that certain child 
remembered or if they can remember back to anything else we talked 
about whatever it is that child is interested in or remembers. 
This exhibits Level 2 for Hypothesis Three since it shows that Beth revisited an 
experience with the children. However, to be Level 3 it would need to indicate that she 
facilitated connections in a more purposeful manner. 
Improvement by the treatment group along the dimension covered by this 
hypothesis was also confirmed by the researcher’s observations of those teachers’ classes. 
For those indicators relating to Hypothesis Three, the treatment group’s average level 
rose from 2.00 during the first two observations to 2.80 during the final two observations. 
Hypothesis Four (“Reasoning”) 
One of the four treatment group subjects showed improvement (whereas none of 
« 
the control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used to 
evaluate whether a teacher’s actions indicate an understanding of children’s reasoning. In 
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particular, Vicky went from Level 2, in the fall, to Level 3, in the winter. Consider 
Vicky’s response to interview question two (“What do you think children would be 
interested in if you put... i.e. snow in the water table?”) In the fall she said 
For my children that I am working with right now I think they would be 
real interested in the feel of the snow. In other words, words like cold 
would come up, words like it’s wet would probably come up. They might 
[emphasis added] discover that it could mold into something, they can 
make something out of it before it melted. 
This exhibits Level 2 for Hypothesis Four since it shows that Vicky observed that 
there was more to an activity than being just cute or fun. She indicates that children 
would be curious about an attribute of the snow. Yet, to be Level 3 it would need to 
indicate that Vicky actually thought children reasoned in a more complex manner. In 
other words, that children actually would be able to look at a relationship between 
attributes (e.g., cause and effect). 
In the winter interview when asked a similar question (“What do you think 
children would be interested in if you put.. . colored glue on the art table?”), Vicky said: 
I’d say that the children would be interested in colors, they would ... be 
interested in how the colors are made. 
This exhibits Level 3 for Hypothesis Four since it shows that Vicky states an 
example where children are interested in a cause and effect. Vicky notices the potential 
of children. The children are not merely interested in the colors, they also interested in 
how they are made. However, to be Level 4 it would need to indicate that she utilized 
these reflections in order to create something. 
Improvement by the treatment group along the dimension covered by this 
hypothesis was also confirmed by the researcher’s observations of those teachers classes. 
For those indicators relating to Hypotheses Four, the treatment group’s average level rose 
from 1.75 during the first two observations to 3.08 during the final two observations. 
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Hypothesis Five (“Provocation”) 
None of the four treatment group subjects showed improvement (also, none of the 
control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used to 
evaluate the teacher’s use of supportive conflict with children. 
Hypothesis Six (“Wall/Activitv”) 
Three of the four treatment group subjects showed improvement (whereas one of 
the four control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used 
to evaluate their organization of the environment (specifically pertaining to a sense of a 
connected and ongoing process). For instance, Beth went from Level 3, in the fall, to 
Level 4, in the winter. Consider Beth’s response to interview question four (“What will 
you put up on the wall next... why?”) In the fall she said: 
We like to put cooperative art projects up on the wall and I guess the next 
thing we have been talking about is putting up a fun comer where children 
can choose creative art projects or whatever they have designed or made 
and choose which ones they want to put up. 
This exhibits Level 3 for Hypothesis Six since it shows that Beth was encouraging 
children to experiment with materials to create a display, but to be Level 4 it would need 
to indicate that the walls exhibited an apparent connection. 
In the winter interview when asked the same question Beth said 
I like to make collaborative and butcher paper artwork. We’ve been 
talking about the ocean, so, we’ve experimented with what the children 
can do with markers or language, in terms of writing a question on a piece 
of paper “what is in the ocean?” they can draw it with markers or crayons 
and next I think we’ll put up a piece of butcher paper and they can take 
materials from the art shelf and glue or do whatever they want and expand 
on what they know about what’s in the ocean. 
This exhibits Level 4 for Hypothesis Six since it shows that Beth was encouraging 
« 
children to not only experiment with materials to create, but it also indicates that the 
walls exhibited an apparent connection from one activity to another. Furthermore, 
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observations illustrated there were also posters, dated photographs, and explanations 
around the room highlighting the class’s experience. 
Improvement by the treatment group along the dimension covered by this 
hypothesis was also confirmed by the researcher’s observations of those teachers’ classes. 
For those indicators relating to Hypothesis Six, the treatment group’s average level rose 
from 1.75 during the first two observations to 3.08 during the final two observations. 
Hypothesis Seven (“Family Link”) 
One of the four treatment group subjects showed improvement (whereas none of 
the control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used to 
evaluate their family-teacher communication. In particular, Debbie went from Level 2, in 
the fall, to Level 3 in the winter. Consider Debbie’s response to interview question 
eleven (“How do you inform the children’s families of the children’s learnings at 
school?”). In the fall she said: 
We keep touch with the families in a wide variety of ways, constant verbal 
interaction is always going on about their child in the morning and 
afternoon .... We take pictures and hang them up and document what 
was happening in that picture .... We make phone calls when it’s a real 
special occasion or it’s something that we feel is real important. 
This exhibits Level 2 for Hypothesis Seven since it shows that Debbie used a 
piece of documentation to inform the families of the child’s learning at school. These 
pieces of information seem to appear when the teacher deems necessary. However, to be 
Level 3 it would need to indicate that there was an organized system to set up a specific 
spot for family information on a documentation wall. 
In the winter interview, when asked the same question, Debbie said 
We have their artwork on the walls, we have their pictures on the wall, of 
them while they are involved in their artwork. We encourage the children 
like when they leave to say “so and so tell your mom or dad what you did 
with the bans today” or whatever it pertains to. So we encourage the 
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children to tell the families as well, so that they are involved in that 
communication network. 
This exhibits Level 3 for Hypothesis Seven since it shows that Debbie used pieces 
of documentation to inform the families of the child’s learning at school. However, in 
this case, additional information is relevant. An organized system to set up a specific 
spot for family information on a documentation wall was observed. Debbie described 
using the children to remind families to look at this wall during a treatment session. 
Improvement by the treatment group along the dimension covered by this 
hypothesis was also confirmed by the researcher’s observations of those teachers’ classes. 
For those indicators relating to Hypothesis Seven, the treatment group’s average level 
rose from 2.42 during the first two observations to 3.25 during the final two observations. 
Hypothesis Eight (“Portfolio”) 
All four treatment group subjects showed improvement (whereas none of the 
control group subjects showed improvement) on the interview rating scale used to 
evaluate their use of portfolios. For instance, Carla went from Level 2, in the fall, to 
Level 4, in the winter. Consider Carla’s response to interview question twelve (“How do 
you use individual child portfolios to inform parent(s) of the child’s learnings at 
school?”). In the fall she said: 
We are in the process of working on an assessment tool. For the last 
parent-teacher conferences I used the children’s actual art work we had 
saved along with my general knowledge of the children. 
This exhibits Level 2 for Hypothesis Eight since it showed that there was a 
utilization of children’s portfolios and these included a dimension of the children s school 
experiences. Yet, to be Level 3 it would need to indicate a connection regarding the 
children’s school experience. 
« 
In the winter interview when asked the same question Carla said 
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Individual child portfolio’s are used to inform parents of children’s 
leaning and progress during parent-teacher conferences or anytime the 
parent would like to see it. The portfolios consist of pictures of the 
children interacting with each other both in and out of the classroom; since 
everything is dated, the progression of a child over a period of time is 
easily displayed. Project construct is the preferred way to organize the 
children’s portfolios. 
This exhibits Level 4 for Hypothesis Eight since it showed that there was a 
utilization of children’s portfolios, and these included a connection to the children’s 
school experiences. Furthermore, a systematic approach had actually been started. 
Improvement by the treatment group along the dimension covered by this 
hypothesis was also confirmed by the researcher’s observations of those teachers’ classes. 
For those indicators relating to Hypothesis Eight, the treatment group’s average level rose 
from 1.75 during the first two observations to 4.00 during the final two observations. 
Table 4.1. Highest Rating Levels Achieved for Each Hypothesis by the Control Group 
Subjects. 
Barbara 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 1 1 2 3 2 2 1 2 
Highest Winter Rating 1 X X 2 1 2 1 2 
Candice 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 1 1 2 3 2 2 1 2 
Highest Winter Rating 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 
Donna 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 r 2 
Highest Winter Rating 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 2 
Valerie 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 2 1 3 3 3 - 1 r 1 2 
Highest Winter Rating 2 1 2 3 3 3 1 2 
Group 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 2 1 3 3 3 2 1 2 
Highest Winter Rating 2 1 2 3 3 3 ^ 1 2 
How Many Achieved 
Higher Maximum? 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
How Many Achieved Same 
Maximum? 
4 3 2 1 2 2 4 4 
How Many Achieved Lower 
Maximum? 
0 1 2 3 2 1 0 0 
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Table 4.2. Highest Rating Levels Achieved for Each Hypothesis by the Treatment Group 
Subjects. 
Beth 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 2 1 1 2 2 3 2 1 
Highest Winter Rating 3 3 2 2 2 4 2 2 
Carla 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 2 1 1 4 3 2 2 2 
Highest Winter Rating 4 X 1 2 2 2 1 3 
Debbie 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 2 X 1 3 3 X 2 1 
Highest Winter Rating 4 2 2 3 3 4 3 3 
Vicky 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 2 X 1 2 2 X 2 2 
Highest Winter Rating 3 2 2 3 2 4 2 4 
Group 
Hypothesis One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Highest Fall Rating 2 1 1 4 3 3 2 2 
Highest Winter Rating 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 4 
How Many Achieved 
Higher Maximum? 
4 3 3 1 0 3 1 4 
How Many Achieved Same 
Maximum? 
0 0 1 2 3 1 2 0 
How Many Achieved Lower 
Maximum? 
0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary of Results 
As seen in the previous chapter, the treatment group displayed a consistent pattern 
of slight improvement from the fall to the winter in the behaviors covered by all of the 
hypotheses except for Hypothesis Five (regarding the teacher’s use of cognitive conflict 
with children). Hypothesis Five will be discussed below. There was no consistent 
pattern of change in the control group. 
The results were somewhat of a surprise. Due to concerns about the atmosphere 
of the Center (discussed in the section on influential factors), the researcher did not 
expect to find any consistent progress for either group. Scoring the data, with an 
objective interrater (Marian Miller) revealed otherwise. Yet, since the number of subjects 
in this study was so small, one has to be careful before making generalizations. 
Possible Reasons for the Results 
It is important to reflect upon the following question: Why did these results 
occur? One possibility is that the treatment group subjects had an opportunity to know 
the children (and their families) longer and do more in-depth work. However, the control 
group subjects had this same opportunity. In fact, the control group subjects had the 
opportunity for more time (several more years) to get to know the children (and their 
families). 
Another possibility is that the treatment group subjects were attempting to placate 
the researcher and had learned the researcher’s jargon during the treatment and 
« 
collaborative sessions. This raises the question of whether the treatment group s higher 
scores in the winter indicate that they had incorporated what they had learned in their 
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teaching, or whether they were just more careful to mention things that (from the 
treatment sessions) they knew the researcher was interested in hearing about from them. 
In other words, maybe the treatment group subjects were doing these things even back 
during the fall, but did not think to mention them. However, there is additional 
information. The observation forms indicate that the treatment group subjects actually 
did incorporate what they learned into their teaching. The observation form (with 
explanatory notes for scoring) is in Appendix D. There was a steady improvement 
recorded by these observations. The results may be found in the table presented in 
Appendix H. These monthly observations had frequent reliability checks performed by a 
trained data collector. (The reliability scores for the observation forms may be found in 
Table G.l. They are analyzed in Table G.2 and Table G.3. See Appendix G.) 
Furthermore, the researcher’s journal (which may be found in Appendix E) 
concurs with these results. Thus, three different kinds of data helped to solidify and 
verify the conclusions. A main question was: Do all the sources tell the same story? It 
seems as if they do. 
Therefore, it seems probable that the treatment group improvement was due to the 
treatment and collaborative sessions in which they took part. This may represent only a 
small step, but it is still an important first step. 
Influential Factors 
As mentioned earlier, the researcher was surprised at the results. This is because 
there were factors that may have impeded the subjects from (a) fully participating in the 
process of the treatment and collaborative meetings and (b) integrating information from 
the meetings into practice. 
There were at .least the following eleven factors influencing this research. 
1. The Berkley Child and Family Development Center was in transition; it doubled its 
population since the study began. 
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2. One of the initial support systems (Menorah Hospital) relocated. 
3. The director announced she was leaving during the study. This was a top-down 
system, and the participants expressed frustration with the director’s criticism, as well 
as a concern about their state of transition. 
4. The teachers did not feel “in charge” of their classrooms. 
5. There was no time allotted for teachers to collaborate. 
6. The salaries and titles were unevenly distributed among the staff at the Center. 
7. Teachers were required to spend an exhausting amount of time on-site with the 
children. 
8. The participants were new to the school and system, which contributed to the lack of 
trust throughout the Center. 
9. Most of the children, families, and teachers had less than a year to establish 
relationships. 
10. There were extra demands on the teachers due to being a laboratory school (e.g., 
training student teachers, and feeling like they were in a fishbowl). 
11. The training in the documentation process was external to the school, and the teachers 
had already gone through different preparations that sometimes contradicted this 
training. 
Many of these influences may be problems for other research studies in education 
in the United States. The other influences deal with the short duration of the study, 
newness of the subjects in these positions, lack of time for children, families, and teachers 
to establish a relationship, money, a feeling of ownership, time for planning, a hierarchy 
of power, and working in a laboratory school. Interestingly, some of these issues are 
addressed by Vicky and Debbie, the “head teachers” (who are paid quite a bit more) 
during the interviews. Beth and Carla, the assistant teachers, only brought up issues 
informally, and usually in private conversations with the researcher. This hierarchy is 
alluded to throughout Treatment and Collaborative Sessions (outlined in Appendix E). 
This issue is especially apparent in Collaborative Session Two when a participant asked. 
“Shouldn’t assistants or people with less experience be equal?” 
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Newness of the Subjects in Their Positions 
Part of Treatment Session One (outlined in Appendix E) seems to exemplify the 
newness of the situation for the participants. The participants discussed how they were 
just beginning to set up the standards for school safety. Furthermore, in Collaborative 
Session Seven (also outlined in Appendix E) the participants mentioned that basics were 
still being dealt with in the center, inclusive of a new classroom just opening. 
The following quotations are examples of teachers’ responses in the fall interview 
dealing with the issue of the newness at the center. 
In response to Question One (“How do you organize your curriculum content? 
What or who is the resource of ideas for activities?”), Debbie said 
Beth is new, and so are some of the children, we’re all still trying to get to 
know each other and discover what their interests are. 
Also consider how she responded to Question Five (“What do you now see as 
your major role in the classroom?”): 
I think I need to be a positive, supportive role model and a friend to the 
children ... as well to Beth. She’s new and she’s trying to get a grasp on 
what we are doing so I’m trying to be a positive model to her as well. 
And, in response to Question Eight (“Do you do projects? If yes, what was your 
longest project so far ... why?”) she said: 
I’m still trying to help Beth get acquainted with the constructivist project 
approach, and the children are gradually joining our classroom. We still 
have two openings, so they’re just popping in whenever they want to 
enroll, so it’s been real challenging. 
Furthermore in response to Questions Six and Twelve (“Has your teaching 
changed since you have worked at the center? How?” and “How do you use individual 
child portfolios to inform families of the child’s learnings at school?”) Debbie said 
Also, I feel that I have changed some due to the fact that a lot of what I 
feel might be' appropriate and necessary is not what others feel like here. 
I’m not used to working with all these people and what their beliefs are so 
it’s been a lot of working out the differences, listening to each other's 
viewpoint, maybe explaining my own rationale as well. 
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We have not been utilizing portfolios for no reason other than Beth is new 
and there’s a lot going on there's so many things to talk about and expose 
each other to. We’re working out the details every day, what we need to 
do next, and there's just a lot to do. However, that’s a big goal. 
Lack of Time for Children. Families and Teachers to Establish Relationships 
In Treatment Session Five (outlined in Appendix E) the factor of new children 
and families entering into the Center was outlined as a risk. The lack of time teachers 
have to meet and plan together was exemplified in Collaborative Session Seven (also 
outlined in Appendix E). 
Vicky also expressed this feeling of newness in the answer to Interview Question 
Eight. (“Do you do projects? If yes, what was your longest project so far ... why?”) as 
follows: 
I still feel like I’m learning these children and getting to know them, and 
maybe as time goes by we’ll see what kind of projects will evolve. 
Ownership 
This issue was mentioned in detail in Collaborative Session Four (outlined in 
Appendix E) when the teachers discussed the lack of respect and limited support they felt. 
The issue of the teacher’s feeling ownership at the center is also exemplified by 
Debbie’s response to Interview Question Four (“What will you put up on the wall next 
... why?”): 
I don’t know what will go up there next. I’ve recently just gotten brave 
enough, I guess, to start putting things up. I was told it’s not good for the 
paint, etc. etc. We have been putting a lot of stuff up there. 
Laboratory School Issue 
This issue was brought up in Collaborative Session Five (see Appendix E) when 
the participants discussed the tension in general and specifically the tension of feeling 
that they were on show. Vicky also seemed to the highlight laboratory school issue in 
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response to Interview Question Five (“What do you now see as your major role in the 
classroom?”): 
This is another area where I feel like I’m being challenged. Before in the 
classroom I always felt I was there primarily for the children. I still feel 
like I’m there primarily for the children, but I also see my role in this 
particular center at Berkley as being for the graduate student and the 
student teacher and any other students who might come into the 
classroom. And it’s a real thing of control for me to sometimes let go and 
allow the student teacher or graduate assistant to take over. And working 
with the children and allow them to have their successes and failures. And 
that is the part that I find most challenging right now. 
Tension was clearly building as the school year progressed. Perhaps being a 
laboratory school exacerbated this. For instance, Debbie’s response in the winter 
interview regarding Question Six (“Has your teaching changed since you have worked at 
the center? How?”): 
I think that you always are changing. I’m always willing to listen to other 
people, change. If I don’t want to change something I try to explain my 
point of view to others so that maybe they can think about how others do 
things. A big part of this question for me has been trying to keep focused 
on the classroom, and not so much what’s going on in other classrooms 
because there’s been a lot of disequilibrium in other classrooms, between 
teachers, between teachers and parents, between teachers and children. 
It’s easy to get caught up in that and a big, big goal is to keep out of that. 
It doesn’t interest me, it frustrates me, it makes it not so much fun to come 
to work. So, that’s been a big part of my teaching, is trying to keep 
focused on what’s most important. 
Vicky also seemed to be feeling some frustration. Her response to the same 
question was: 
Two things on this one that I see. My teaching has changed in that I do try 
to listen more to the children and I really find that even though in the past 
I have always had my set activities that I did, I think it’s much more fun, 
much more of a partnership between myself and the children when I listen 
to their questions and after I’ve planted the seeds with my unit or 
whatever, and to go from there, that’s probably been the biggest change 
for me. In the same respect, I think the downside of that is that I have lost 
some of the confidence that I had as a teacher in other settings. Simply 
because I feel like we’re questioned a lot by administration, by parents, by 
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the outside wanting to come in and look and see how a state-of-the-art is 
run. Because there is that constant tension about being in an environment 
like this, and there is the constant questions, I feel like in some ways my 
confidence as a teacher has been diminished. That’s been a real downside 
for me because there are so many demands and so many needs. Not only 
of children, and parents, and staff to understand how children learn 
through their play, I feel kind of pulled in a lot of different directions and I 
don’t ever feel like anything gets answered. No one’s needs get met 
completely. That, and I don’t see the progress I guess that I’d like to see 
in myself, and I don’t see the progress that I’d hope to see in children. I 
don’t see understanding there from parents, simply because there’s not a 
lot of time to explain it all. Anyway, that’s the downside of teaching at the 
center. 
These could and should be carefully considered for future implications. They will 
be considered in the section describing implications for future research. 
Importance of Results 
The results from this study can be useful. Educators should consider what their 
image is of “the child.” Any aspect of work in the Reggio Emilia Schools deals with the 
image of the child. This reflection is fundamentally important in appreciating, 
supporting, and understanding a multitude of educational aspects: (a) one’s role as an 
educator, (b) the child’s abilities, and (c) the children within the dynamics of a group. 
The powerful, capable, competent image that the Reggio Emilia educators advocate as the 
image of the child may help children all over the world reclaim their rights (e.g., the right 
to be challenged, to be curious, and to explore) within society. Tools must be found for 
helping educators embrace and reflect on this image and utilize its insights in their daily 
practice. This study examined the documentation process, one important way of doing 
this. 
Once educators have embraced this image, they should utilize the insights they 
gain from this image to influence how adults interact and pay attention to children. Tools 
for communication are needed. The documentation process can be one of the most 
powerful of those tools. 
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The Image of the Child: The History and It’s Relationship to the Results 
Before Constructivism. The underlying issue in this research is the teachers’ 
perspectives about the image of the child. A historical glance at the image of the child is 
revealing. 
Throughout history, the image of the child has changed. During the 
nineteenth century, the image of the “sinful” child predominated. By the 
early twentieth century and the prominence of Freudian psychology, the 
“sinful” child was replaced by the “sensual” child. More recently, with the 
emphasis on research detailing the abilities of infants, the image of the 
competent child has prevailed. (Goffin, 1994) 
The image of the child, in the United States, was in transition in the 1960s. 
Psychologists were questioning the idea of fixed intelligence due to heredity and the 
focus of interest was shifting towards the role of the environment. 
Piaget’s influence. Goffin (1994) stated that in the 1960s the Piagetian theory 
found not only a receptive psychological and social climate in the United States, but also 
a political one as well. 
In the sixties therefore, Piaget’s theory of cognitive development, which 
emphasized intellectual growth as developing from and interaction 
between the child and her environment, found a psychologically and 
socially responsive milieu. (Goffin, 1994, p. 131) 
The four treatment group participants were hired after passing a screening process 
that selected teachers with developmentally appropriate practices. It is not surprising to 
find that their talk about children expressed ideas that were influenced in some ways by 
Piaget. For example, in answering questions pertaining to Hypothesis One during the fall 
interview, they often expressed ideas that were supportive of a child acting on her 
environment as an important part of developing curriculum. However, Piaget’s theory of 
relativism postulated a theory in which knowledge is constructed through the interaction 
of sensory input and reasoning. Kamii & Devries (1978) stated the following concerning 
« 
constructivism: “All knowledge, including the ability to reason logically, is constructed 
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by the individual as he acts on objects and people and tries to make sense out of his 
experience” (p. 16). 
Piaget argued that logic is constructed to provide a framework within which 
knowledge can exist in an orderly manner. When a conflict occurs between newly 
accommodated knowledge and a subject’s current logical framework, the framework 
must be changed. This process is called equilibrium and its result is the development of 
logical thinking. 
Piaget claimed there are two types of action: physical (physical movement of self, 
e.g., looking) and logical-mathematical (mental) action. These are two types of 
knowledge in the mind of the child. Kamii & DeVries (1978, p.17) specified “the two are 
inseparably linked.” Participants in this research seemed to neglect that reason and 
sensory input walk hand-in-hand and the raw sensory input is observed and integrated 
into all previous knowledge. It was common, during the fall interviews, that participants 
responded to Hypothesis Four (dealing with children’s reasoning) assuming children 
think on a simpler level (e.g., children only think about one attribute in isolation). The 
participants seemed to feel that the children displayed in-depth physical action while the 
logical-mathematical aspect was thought of as somewhat inactive. The fall interviews 
demonstrated a lack of concern in providing connections for the children (concerning 
what was presented in the environment). Behaviors covered by Hypotheses Two and Six, 
concerning connections, increased during the study, but were not originally viewed as 
relevant. 
There were other Piagetian issues that developed as the research progressed. 
These issues are addressed by Kamii & DeVries (1978). Kamii & DeVries designated 
three characteristics required of an early childhood program. First, spontaneous activity 
may be promoted in young children in three ways: (a) appealing to their interest, (b) 
play, and (c) experimentation. The participants were aware of the children s interest and 
play as critical right from the beginning of the study. The participants did increase the 
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involvement in decision making and depth of experimentation of the child as the study 
progressed. The winter interview, through Hypothesis One, shows an increase in using 
children’s opinion as part of the planning process. Also, the Hypothesis Three 
measurement (encouraging children to think about their thinking) increased for three of 
the treatment group participants in the winter interview. 
The second of Kamii & DeVries characteristics is the teachers' role. Regarding 
the teacher as a companion and guide, Piaget said the following: “What is desired is that 
the teacher cease being a lecturer,... his role should rather be that of a mentor 
stimulating initiative and research” (quoted in DeVries & Kohlberg, 1990, p.37). 
Therefore, in presenting these activities the teacher is to be “an evaluator, 
organizer, stimulator, and collaborator” (DeVries and Kohlberg, 1990). The participants 
never sought to be “lecturers.” However, in the beginning of the study, the participants 
saw themselves as passive facilitators. The role of the treatment group participants 
became more active along the continuum throughout the study. None saw their role as 
merely maintenance anymore. Yet, as mentioned in the summary of results, Hypothesis 
Five (regarding the teacher’s use of cognitive conflict, i.e., being partners in learning) did 
not show any significant change for any of the subjects. 
Finally, DeVries and Kohlberg (1990) presented the third component of 
implementation that deals with the social interactions among children. Piaget viewed 
social interactions among children as a primary method of decentering (learning to take 
another’s point of view). He argued young children are egocentric. The participants 
sought to help children decenter throughout the study. However, constructive conflict 
among children was rarely encouraged by the participants in this study. 
As mentioned in the summary of results, no one’s behavior increased on the 
Hypothesis Five rating scale. Hypothesis Five dealt with the teacher seeing part of his or 
her role as the instigator of cognitive conflict. Does this imply teachers may often view 
children as unable to deal with challenges? Maintaining a status quo or looking at 
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children with a lack of potential (who just play for fun) is a disservice to the child. This 
may be due to an adherence to only the Piagetian theory. A discussion of how 
Vygotskian theory may work with Piagetian theory to facilitate challenges will be dealt 
with in the section on implications for future research. 
Inspiration From Reggio Emilia Educators. The image of the child, as adhered to 
by the Reggio Emilia schools, is particularly enlightening, and can inform the work of 
educators. The proponents of the Reggio Emilia approach remind educators of the 
importance of this image of the child. Carlina Rinaldi (11/30/94) defined the image of 
the child with four main points (that should be recognized right from birth): 
1) strong, not weak, full of strength, of curiosity, strength of wanting to 
know why, strength of high expectations, strength of showing they know 
and how, and strength of wonder and amazement; 2) rich, not poor, in 
resources for living, capable of constructing; 3) powerful in relating and 
interacting, child is both possessing and creating values, open to new and 
different, optimistic about life not because they are our future, but they 
create their own; 4) competent, we need to respect their identity and 
uniqueness. 
Carlina Rinaldi encouraged listening in the larger meaning of the word. She gave 
educators the reminder that if the teacher is able to listen she can hear the qualities of the 
image of the child listed above. The image of the child (not a particular boy or girl, but 
the child they represent) provides foundation for practice and theory. It takes time to 
develop this image of the child, but it is worthwhile. Carlina Rinaldi (11/30/94) pointed 
out that understanding the child is a long and difficult process that you can only do with 
the help of the child, and that it leads to understanding ourselves differently. 
In order to achieve the difficult process of understanding the child, Leila Gandini 
(11/30/94) reminded educators that in order to succeed in capturing the “culture of the 
child” there needs to be appreciation of the child and an interest in the politics of 
childhood. 
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Sue Brendecamp (11/30/94) addressed some of the lessons educators in the 
United States may learn from the Reggio Emilia approach at the NAEYC Conference. 
She discussed how educators in the United States tried to undo the error of children all 
learning the same thing at the same time (with the didactic method of teaching). She said 
that in switching to the concept of individuality and more child-initiated activities, 
teachers unfortunately disappeared from the learning process. This leaves out 
opportunities for co-construction of the children with the teacher. She stressed that in 
making the change from the didactic method to individuality educators forgot that people 
do not function in isolation. She reflected upon the notion that the Reggio Emilia 
approach may help us come back to the center of the continuum. The ideal would be to 
view the individual within the group, and see the educator’s complex relationship of both 
responding and initiating. 
Children have their own knowledge. Adults have tools they can and should share 
with children in order to foster collaboration and co-construction with them. Perhaps we 
need an anti-bias curriculum plan to deal with the bias against the culture of the child. 
Children can be seen as having a culture with a strong potential, influenced by family, 
culture, and community, yet uniquely their own that should be celebrated by adults. 
Implication of Educators’ Image of the Child 
Becoming aware that children have a culture all their own that is competent, rich, 
powerful, and strong is a critical foundation. This awareness supports children as 
participants in the construction of their knowledge and their culture. Once this 
foundation is carefully established, educators need to utilize the insights they gain from 
this image to influence how adults treat and understand children. Educators are in a 
position to influence families and communities. In order to accomplish this, educators 
have to be seen and become less passive. They need to share this insight with others. 
They need to collaborate with each other, the children, families, and the community in 
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order to obtain the maximum benefits for children. In other words, they need to help the 
rest of society celebrate children’s culture. The 100 Languages of Children exhibit is an 
exemplary vehicle for this celebration. Purposeful, well-planned documentation is key to 
educators sharing knowledge of the child with other adults. 
What are the Implications for Future Research? 
There are four issues that this research revealed as relevant and should be 
investigated in future research. These issues are: (a) What would it mean to collaborate 
within a preschool setting?, (b) What is the role of the consultant?, (c) How may 
constructivism and social constructivist theories work together?, and (d) What is the 
length of time necessary to establish a relationship in which cognitive conflict can occur? 
The Role of Collaboration in Preschool Settings 
Future research should investigate whether an environment of broader 
collaboration (than existed for this study) would result in teachers reflecting on and 
processing the practices referred to in the hypotheses of this study to a greater degree. It 
became apparent during the research that the documentation process was being hindered 
by weak collaboration at the center. The social aspect is an important part of the 
documentation process; for example, the social interactions help give meaning to 
observations. As Dewey said, “A higher stage of curiosity develops under the influence 
of social stimuli” (1991, p. 32). 
It was difficult to foster collaboration since cooperation and a basic trust was 
missing. Cooperation is simply an agreement to work together. Collaboration is the next 
step; when people collaborate, they agree to disagree and move on to solutions greater 
than the sum of the parts. 
There seemed to be a missing piece at the collaborative sessions. Why? Was the 
support of collaboration at the center strong enough? In order to promote the 
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documentation process, facilitating a cooperative environment was critical. To encourage 
this cooperative feeling the following was done: The researcher (a) set up bi-weekly 
collaborative meetings, (b) brought food in to help provide a more relaxed feeling at these 
meetings, and (c) hired a teacher from outside the Center to come in and provide 
participants time to meet. 
The situation during the collaborative sessions was tense. Seven sessions with an 
outside researcher only started the collaborative process. The hierarchy of command 
seemed to be a strong undermining influence. 
The researcher was an outsider. Group interaction did not seem to be a priority at 
the Center. Group interaction requires that the individual contribute in an interactive 
learning process that is reciprocal in nature. This process requires a willingness on the 
part of all members to share, having their contributions received with respect and 
consideration. The ability to facilitate this interaction seems to be part of the philosophy 
of the program. Yet it was not truly embraced by the program, since no time was allotted 
for these group interactions. The participants work forty contact hours a week with 
children. They were given a break during the day, but rarely were their breaks together. 
Furthermore, there was no time specifically allocated to having discussions about the 
curriculum. There was a meeting for the staff after school for a few hours the first 
Monday of each month. The focus of these meetings was “putting out fires” and 
establishing rules. The staff did not seem to have a time for reflection and discussion 
about children and curricula until issues were problematic. 
Collaboration is a necessary process to be occurring in early childhood programs. 
Cooperation and collaboration will (a) help avoid turnover of staff, (b) help gain support 
from the families and community, and (c) stimulate creative and meaningful activities for 
the children and the adults involved in the program. All of these are necessary 
components of a true documentation process—a process that provides a key to a system 
of constructivism and social constructivism. 
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For example, teachers who have time to collaborate will have a motivation to keep 
learning. This continual learning will give an intrinsic sense of reward to this often 
disrespected, and poorly paid profession. The documentation process cannot achieve the 
optimal result without collaboration. Ann Lewin (at the NAEYC Conference in Atlanta, 
12/2/94) illustrated that what was accomplished at the Model Learning Center School in 
Washington D.C. was a beginning at achieving an adaptation of the documentation 
process due to extensive collaboration. It goes well beyond what any one teacher could 
do. 
The participants need time to learn from each other. According to Slavin (1987), 
“People who work cooperatively learn to like each other.” Slavin also stated that most 
studies report equal benefits for all the participants regardless of prior achievement level. 
Participants were fighting for time to meet together, so perhaps this is a start. 
The Role of the Consultant 
Future research should investigate whether an on-site consultant, as an ongoing 
instigator of change, would result in teachers reflecting on and processing the practices 
referred to in the hypotheses of this study. 
The roles of the atelierista and pedagogista in the Reggio Emilia schools are 
worth studying. Louise Cadwell’s and Brenda Fyfe’s research and experience in St. 
Louis may be relevant to this issue. Louise Cadwell (11/30/94 NAEYC Conference in 
Atlanta, Georgia) discussed the values she has been discovering in her role of atelierista 
in some of the schools that have been exploring an implementation of an adaptation of the 
Reggio Emilia approach in St. Louis. Some examples of Louise’s discoveries are (a) the 
value of engaging in conversations and contemplating how she enters these 
conversations, (b) the value of perseverance and depth of learning, (c) the value of 
interaction versus productivity, (d) the value of making an idea visible through different 
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mediums, (e) the value of change as a journey, and (f) the value of exploration of 
\ 
themselves as educators. 
Also, the researcher’s current role as liaison to the Berkley Child and Family 
Development Center may be relevant. The treatment group subjects as well as other 
teachers at the Center are beginning to initiate contact with the researcher (e.g., they have 
called the researcher with curriculum questions, issues of how to deal with challenging 
periods of the day, challenging parents and children, and celebrations of successes). 
There seems to be an understanding of trust and appreciation of each other’s unique roles 
that is developing. The researcher has the advantage of being an outside observer, while 
the teachers have the advantage of knowing their children and families better. Is this an 
element of the liaison role being built into the system? Perhaps the history together 
(some of the teachers have been working with the researcher since before the school 
opened) and debates (there is a reciprocity in being able to say “explain yourself,” or “this 
does not make sense, or might not work”) are part of the key to establishing this rapport. 
Future Research Should Investigate How Constructivism And Social 
Constructivism Should Work Together 
Even if the three concepts (listed in the section about the image of the child) that 
Kamii and Devries outline for the Piagetian theory were practiced at a maximum level, 
the integrity of the documentation process, illustrated by the Reggio Emilia approach, is 
not totally captured. A reflection on practices adopted because of Piagetian theory should 
be reviewed to assess what might be missing or needed. There has been a reassessment 
of Piaget’s developmental theory. Halperin pointed out Piaget’s unwillingness to let his 
theories be transformed into educational practices, and Piaget’s child: 
A solitary child and distrust of language are not fertile points of departure 
for an educational theory. (1986, p.274) 
« 
Thus there are limitations for the image of the child. More specifically 
Nicolopoulou said 
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It has been argued that Piagetian framework pays insufficient attention to 
the social and cultural elements in cognitive development. (1991, p.130) 
Lately, Vygotsky has been rediscovered in early childhood education in the 
United State; videos and popular magazine articles are supporting his work. It seems as if 
Vygotsky’s work may be analyzed to enrich the work of Piaget: 
It is not only that we have begun to think again of the child as a social 
being—one who plays and talks with others, learns through interactions 
with parents and teachers—but because we have come more to appreciate 
that through social life, the child acquires a framework for interpreting 
experiences, and learn how to negotiate the meaning in a manner 
congruent with the requirement of the culture. (Goffin, p.195) 
Reviewing the work of Vygotsky is helpful for increasing adult and children’s 
knowledge on the social aspect of learning. This may be one of the missing pieces of 
constructivism leading to a deeper understanding of the documentation process. Both 
social constructivism and constructivism must be pondered together to capture the 
integrity of this process. 
A central concept in Vygotskian views is the zone of proximal development. He 
said until children have acquired competence in developing skill, they require help and 
supervision. Vygotsky’s concept of the zone of proximal development is a key one in 
applying his theory to education. The zone of proximal development is 
... the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by 
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in 
collaboration with more capable peers. (Vygotsky, 1978, p.86) 
The starting point of learning in the Vygotskian approach is intersubjectivity. 
Berg describes intersubjectivity as “... a process whereby individuals involved in the 
same activity who begin with different perspectives arrive at a shared understanding 
(Berk, p.36). 
Although the participants saw their role as more active, and the child’s opinion as 
more influential, at the end of the study, these were still limited to incidental cases. The 
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participants saw this understanding in a more Piagetian sense arising out of individual 
actions versus a Vygotskian concept of arising out of social action. The role of the 
teacher as a purposeful challenger was difficult for participants to imagine as beneficial. 
The Hypothesis Five measurements, dealing with the teachers’ provocation, rarely 
showed that the teacher was more than a facilitator and never showed the teacher acting 
as a purposeful challenger. Perhaps this is because this was a new way of looking at their 
role. A knowledge of social constructivism was not expected of the participants when 
entering this job. Social constructivism in conjunction with constructivism may be a key 
itself to working with all learners. To paraphrase what Carlina Rinaldi (11/30/94) states: 
Thus there is a reciprocity between individual and environment. Learning 
is not only reproduction, but it is constructive ... self constructive process 
of knowledge is both individual and co-constructed. 
The Length of Time Necessary to Establish a Relationship in Which Cognitive 
Conflict Can Occur 
The element of time was pertinent in all four of the implications listed for future 
research. The relevance of relationships built over time seems significant in this research. 
Pacing, in general, in many preschools in the United States seems limited. Adults and 
children need a context of trust and support of time to engage in meaningful explorations. 
The useful cognitive conflict supported by this research does not occur out of context. 
How might it be an advantage to the training of teachers if a relationship longer 
than a mere semester was fostered? Fourteen weeks, that then seemed like a long 
treatment period, now seems like a beginning of a foundation for a relationship with the 
participants. Time is needed to develop reflective thinkers. Theory is not enough. 
Prescriptive practice is not enough. Without a comprehensive connection between theory 
and practice this is a disservice and may even be harmful training strategies. Jones 
supported this when she discussed the following: 
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Showing and telling someone what to do may be useful for a time, but 
unless a teacher can think for herself, her training will break down when 
new problems arise that she has never dealt with. (Jones, 1993, p. 35) 
In addition, it is not only the ability to deal with new problems that teachers lack. 
They also lack the ability to reflect and develop strategies, or at least to realize this 
reflection is needed (with and for children, families, and the community). Time is needed 
to help teachers gain some tools, not prescriptions, to help them become accustomed to 
thinking about their thinking. In other words, to give them the confidence to feel 
comfortable not knowing all the right answers, and to seek solutions in these situations. 
In conclusion, the challenge from the Reggio Emilia approach needs to be an 
ongoing reflection for educators. At the NAEYC Conference, Amelia Gambetti 
(11/30/94) asked “Can Reggio Emilia speak an international language?” Yes, if teachers 
remember Amelia’s description: “This is a process without an end. Observation, 
reflection, revisiting ... give us continuous support.” 
Carlina Rinaldi reminded adults that “to take risks is a child’s right.” This 
researcher fought for this right for the four treatment group participants. Teachers must 
strive to work together to insist upon this right for the child. 
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APPENDIX A 
HYPOTHESES 
1. Asa result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show evidence of making the children’s interests the main focus of their teaching the 
children. (“Curriculum” Hypothesis) 
1. The teacher utilized traditional materials to organize curriculum content. 
Example: The teacher utilized teacher manuals to organize curriculum. 
2. The teacher utilized the children’s interests or observations to organize 
curriculum content. 
Example: The teacher observed the children and then planned the curriculum 
taking into account what the children expressed an interest in exploring. 
3. The teacher utilized the children’s interests or observations to organize 
curriculum content through discussions with colleagues. 
Example: The teacher observed the children and then reflected on the 
children’s expressed interests with colleagues to develop curriculum content. 
4. The teacher utilized input from the children or observations to organize 
curriculum content through discussions with colleagues. 
Example: The teacher observed the children and then discussed options, with 
input from both, colleagues and children to develop curriculum content. 
2. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show evidence of an increased willingness to experiment with documentation. (The 
teachers will see documentation as an ongoing process.) (“Wall/Time” Hypothesis) 
1. On the walls, the teacher subscribed to a utilization of unrelated activities. 
Example : On the walls, the teacher had up a collection of unrelated projects 
the children had recently made. 
2. On the walls, the teacher facilitated connections for the children, for at least a 
few weeks. 
Example: On the walls, the teacher made connections to (rather than 
completely changed) existing work. There were dated photographs of 
children involved in a procedure. Nearby there were dated examples of the 
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project itself. The dates on the procedures and project reflected at least a two 
week time span. 
3. On the walls, the teacher facilitated connections for the children, for over a 
month. 
Example: On the walls, the teacher made connections to (rather than 
completely changed) existing work. There were dated photographs of 
children involved in a procedure. Nearby there were dated examples of the 
project itself. The dates on the procedures and project reflected at least a one 
month time span. 
4. On the walls, the teacher facilitated connections for the children, for over a 
month, and within the facilitation process there was a reciprocity between 
children’s and teacher's ideas. 
Example: On the walls, the teacher made connections to (rather than 
completely changed) existing work. There were dated photographs of 
children involved in a procedure. Nearby there were dated examples of the 
project itself. The dates on the procedures and project reflected at least a one 
month time span. There were notes regarding both the children’s and the 
teacher's ideas, making it obvious both sets of ideas were influential in the 
activity. 
3. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
perceive their role differently (more child-centered). The teacher will become 
increasingly interested in helping the children think about their thinking (through 
revisiting experiences). (“Revisiting” Hypothesis) 
1. The teacher allowed the children to repeat activities or continue a status quo. 
The teacher's role was maintenance and controlling. 
Example: The teacher set up the environment so the children redid an activity 
if they “felt like it. ” 
2. The teacher incidentally had the children think about, and perhaps discuss, 
what they did before. The teacher was a facilitator. 
Example: If the children decided to redo an activity the teacher asked 
questions about what they did before to encourage the children to make some 
connections. 
3. The teacher purposefully set up the situation so that the children would think 
about and discuss what they experienced before. The teacher was a challenger 
(purposefully, through materials or orally). 
« 
Example: The teacher would set up the same activity with a slight twist in 
questioning before the children began (e.g, “I wonder how you did that. ). 
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4. The teacher purposefully set up the situation so that the children would think 
about and discuss what they experienced before and utilize that information. 
The teacher was a challenger (purposefully, through materials or orally). 
Example: The teacher would set up the same activity with a slight twist in 
questioning before the children began (i.e., “7 wonder how you did that. ”). 
The teacher would then ask the children to consider how they were going to 
use the previous information and then implement this. 
4. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
increase provocation and extension of the children’s ability to reason (i.e., the teachers 
will push the children to examine and evaluate their work and ideas). (“Reasoning” 
Hypothesis) 
1. The teacher’s actions indicate a lack of thinking about how children might 
think. 
Example: The teacher had the children do an activity because it was “cute ” 
or “fun”. 
2. The teacher’s actions only assume that children think on a simpler level (e.g., 
children only think about one attribute in isolation, for instance, color). 
Example: The teacher had the children do an activity so they would think 
about the texture of objects. 
3. The teacher’s actions indicate an understanding that children think on a higher 
level (e.g., children explored the concept of cause and effect). 
Example: The teacher had the children do an activity so they would think 
about the textures of objects. The activity was inclusive of encouraging 
children to compare and contrast those textures. Children would think about 
past cooking experiences with the objects (e.g., what happened when they 
added water or heated the objects). 
4. The teacher’s actions indicate an understanding that children think on a higher 
level (e.g., children examine in the concept of cause and effect), and the 
teacher's actions challenge them on that higher level. 
Example: The teacher had the children do an activity so they would think 
about the textures of objects. The activity was inclusive of encouraging 
children to compare and contrast those textures. Children would think about 
past cooking experiences with the objects (e.g., what happened when they 
added water or heated the objects). The teacher asked children to use these 
reflections in order to create a project. 
71 
5. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show increased use of constructive (supportive) conflict with the children. 
(“Provocation” Hypothesis) 
1. The teacher did not utilize supportive conflict with the children. The teacher’s 
role was maintenance. 
Example: When a child said he/she was done with a painting the teacher 
would not question the child. There was no conflict regarding the child's 
ideas. 
2. The teacher was a facilitator. (The teacher recognized supportive conflict.) 
Example: When a child said he or she was done with a painting the teacher 
would ask the child to reflect on how he/she felt about the painting. 
3. The teacher was incidentally a challenger (through materials or verbal probing 
supportive conflict was apparent). 
Example: When a child said he/she was done with a painting the teacher 
would challenge the child and ask what else he/she might add or ask them to 
try the same project with clay. 
4. The teacher was purposefully a challenger (through materials or verbal 
probing). 
Example: The teacher would set up a painting situation that was different 
from what the child has experienced the day before (e.g., the teacher would 
give the child a much smaller piece of paper). The teacher would ask the 
child to reflect on the previous activity and use that information to negotiate 
the new situation. 
6. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
show an improved environmental set-up in the classroom, reflecting organization of the 
environment, a use of historical sequence, and a sense of a connected and ongoing 
process, reflected the way children are thinking and exploring. (“Wall/Activity” 
Hypothesis) 
1. The teacher saw the walls as a place for decoration (i.e., teacher or 
commercially made seasonal items). 
Example: The teacher placed commercially made pumpkins and turkeys on 
the walls. 
2. The teacher saw the walls as a place for “mass production” display (i.e., the 
teacher posted children's products that followed a teacher-specified pattern). 
Example: The teacher had the children make turkeys out of hand prints and 
posted them on the wall. 
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3. The teacher saw the walls as a place for creative display (i.e., the teacher 
posted children’s products that were not limited to teacher-specified patterns, 
but instead exhibited an opportunity to experiment with materials). 
Example: The teacher told the children to create pumpkins or turkeys out of a 
variety of supplies and posted them on the wall. 
4. The teacher saw the walls as a place for documentation. Walls show 
children’s work posted and connections are apparent (for example, a 
connection between the product and the process). 
Example: The teacher took photographs of the children constructing art 
activities and posted the photographs, with explanations of the process and 
children ’s reactions, as well as the finished projects on the wall. 
7. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
use documentation for an increasing degree of accountability (for example, as related to 
portfolio assessment). (“Family Link” Hypothesis) 
1. The teacher utilized traditional methods (e.g., conferences) to inform families 
of the child's learnings at school; there was not utilization of documentation. 
Example : The teacher invited parents to an “open-house ” to explain his/her 
curriculum model at the beginning of the year. 
2. The teacher utilized pieces of documentation (e.g., photographs, anecdotal 
records) to inform families of the child's learnings at school. 
Example: The teacher took some of the photographs posted on the walls and 
used them during the parent/teacher conference to explain what the child was 
doing. 
3. The teacher utilized a comprehensive system of documentation to inform 
families of the child's learnings at school. 
Example: The teacher used an organized system to set up a specific spot for 
family information on a documentation wall. 
4. The teacher utilized a comprehensive system of documentation to inform 
families of the child’s learnings at school, and developed methods to make the 
families aware of the documentation's value. 
Example: The teacher used an organized system to set up a specific spot for 
family information on a documentation wall. The teacher held a family 
meeting to inform the families of the placement and significance of the wall. 
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8. As a result of instruction in the documentation process, the teachers in the study will 
increasingly use portfolios as a tool of instruction for children and for accountability. 
(“Portfolio” Hypothesis) 
1. The teacher has not utilized children’s portfolios to inform the family of the 
children’s learnings at school. 
Example: The teacher used a standard “report card” to inform the family of 
the children’s learnings at school. 
2. The teacher utilized children's portfolios; these included one dimension of the 
child at school (e.g., the children's work with graphic representations) to 
inform the family of the children's learnings at school. 
Example : The teacher had started using child portfolios and these include 
some of the work the child had done. 
3. The teacher utilized children’s portfolios; these included a connection 
regarding the children's school experience (i.e., the child’s work and 
photographs illustrating the process) to inform the family of the children's 
learnings at school. 
Example: The teacher had started using child portfolios and these include 
some of the work the child had done (e.g., graphic representations). There 
were also photographs of the child creating the project and the teacher 
informed the parent of what the child was doing and what it might signify. 
4. The teacher utilized children's portfolios. These included more than one 
connection regarding the children's school experience (i.e., child’s work, 
photographs illustrating the process, and anecdotal observations) to inform 
the family of the children's learnings at school. 
Example: The teacher had started using child portfolios and these include 
some art work the child had done. There were also photographs of the child 
creating the project and the teacher informed the parent of what the child was 
doing and what it might signify. The teacher systematically included other 
areas (in addition to the child’s work) as part of the child’s portfolio. 
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APPENDIX B 
STRUCTURED INTERVIEW FORM 
The following 12 questions were related to the eight hypotheses. Teachers will be 
interviewed for one hour at the beginning, middle and end of the research project. To 
avoid answers to placate the researcher, the teachers were given a tape recorder in which 
to answer the interview questions privately. The researcher then transcribed these 
answers. 
The Interview Questions were also asked of four teachers in another Early 
Childhood program who did not receive the training offered in the treatment and 
collaborative sessions. 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: 
1. Tell me about the present curriculum in your classroom. How did these ideas 
emerge? 
2. What do you think the children would be interested in if you put... i.e. snow in the 
water table?; magnets at the science area?; two bottles of colored glue at the art area? 
3. Are children encouraged to rework ideas? If yes, how? 
4. What will be “put up” next....why? 
5. What do you now see as your major role in the classroom? 
6. Has your teaching changed since you've worked at the center? How? 
7. How do you deal with negotiation and problem-solving amongst the children? 
8. What was your longest project so far ... why? 
9. How would you deal with this possible scenario: one child tells another one of the 
following: 1) “Your picture is dumb ... a cat has four legs.”; 2) “That’s not the way 
to draw a rainbow”; or 3) “You need square blocks to build a tower.” 
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10. Have you ever retried an activity giving the children different materials. If yes, when 
and what happened? 
11. How do you inform the families of the children’s activities at school? 
12. How do you use individual portfolios to inform parent(s) of the child’s activities at 
school? 
To determine if the interview form questions measured what they were designed 
to measure, two experienced professors in early childhood education assessed the form. 
The following twelve questions are an updated form inclusive of the professors' 
input: 
1. How do you organize your curriculum content? What or who is the source of ideas 
for activities? 
2. What do you think the children would be interested in (i.e., what would the children 
say; how would they react; or how would they respond) if you put... i.e., snow in the 
water table? 
3. Are children encouraged to revisit ideas? If yes, can you tell me an example? 
4. What will you put up on the wall next... why? 
5. What do you now see as your major role in the classroom? 
6. Has your teaching changed since you have worked at the center? How? 
7. How do children in this class relate to each other? Do problems occur? What do you 
see as your role regarding these relationships? 
8. Do you do projects? If yes, what was your longest project so far ... why? 
9. How would you deal with this possible scenario: one child tells another, “Your 
picture is dumb ... a cat has four legs”? 
10. Have you ever retried an activity giving the children different materials? If yes, when 
and what happened? 
11. How do you inform the families of the children’s learnings at school? 
12. How do you use individual child portfolios to inform parent(s) of the child s learnings 
at school? 
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APPENDIX C 
COURSE OUTLINE 
Bi-monthly collaborative sessions 
Co-construction and reflecting on errors seem to cause many of the spirals that 
influence one’s knowledge base. 
These elements can help the learner re-evaluate how to generate a truer 
understanding of concepts. There seems to be a “true” sense of properties that children 
and adults often reinvent to gain understanding. Thus, these processes of group influence 
and conflict are valuable in learning situations. 
During the bi-monthly collaborative meetings, such collaboration will be 
demonstrated with the adults. This should provide a model for working with the children. 
Treatment Session One 
The first treatment session will set the groundwork for the case study. The 
following two broad questions will be considered: (a) How does knowledge occur? and 
(b) What is the Reggio Emilia approach? These broad questions are relevant in setting 
the framework for specific issues to be discussed in the other six treatment sessions and 
the seven collaborative meetings. 
11 How does knowledge occur? 
There have been many “pictures” of knowledge. Carlina Rinaldi (at the NAEYC 
Conference in Atlanta, 12/2/94) stated that knowledge is not a linear sum. Drawing (with 
f 
a marker) the concept of not knowing to kilowing, as suggested by Forman (Project 
Construct Conference, September, 1993) will be used to see at what point participants are 
beginning the treatment. Participants will be asked to share their conceptions. 
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The researcher of the study believes that knowledge evolves in many directions, 
that it is like a spiral staircase. The researcher will share her view and alternative views 
of linear and circular notions of not knowing to knowing. She will discuss why the spiral 
staircase is more congruent with her theory of development. 
2) What is the Reggio Emilia approach? 
To gain an overview of children gathering knowledge in a sound constructivist 
environment, the researcher will show a slide presentation from delegations to Reggio 
Emilia, Italy. This case study is specifically about the documentation process. However, 
the documentation process needs to be seen in its original setting in order to be relevant. 
Therefore, the slide presentation will include many aspects of the Reggio Emilia 
approach besides the documentation process. 
For the purpose of organization, the slides are divided into eight sections. Before 
and after each section, the researcher will ask for questions. The researcher will record 
these questions. These questions may be a valuable source of information about the 
participants in the case study. 
The following are the eight sections to be visited during the slide presentation: (a) 
a quick look of the town of Reggio Emilia, (b) the history displayed as you enter many of 
the schools in Reggio Emilia, (c) some of the outside activities at the schools, (d) some of 
the elements of the outside that are used inside (e) a series of the “common spaces” (the 
piazza, kitchen, and atelier), (f) many children working and collaborating at areas in the 
classroom (g) some documentation and an example of portfolios, and (h) the 
collaborative meetings that took place between adults during the delegation. Each section 
will be outlined in detail in the following paragraphs. 
The first section looks at the town of Reggio Emilia. The pictures of the town 
include the piazza with the opera theater, and the piazza with the market. These are 
relevant in that these piazzas and other communal spaces are of vital importance inside 
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and outside of the schools. The other slides of the town are utilized to make the point that 
beauty, pride, and history are important in this culture. The overall idea that the 
researcher wishes to convey is that life is learning, and that we should make connections 
between the community and the schools. 
The next section of slides shows the entrance to many of the schools in Reggio 
Emilia. These slides are meant to illustrate that the history and atmospheres for both 
children and adults are important. The common spaces are like a history book for the 
centers and the community. There is an attention to detail which causes you to stop and 
take it in with delight. This delight is created by an ongoing process which has already 
evolved for approximately thirty years. Every school entered has its own sense of history 
and delight. The main focus of this section is that the children’s histories are important; 
they are respected and appreciated. The pride in gaining access to many of the schools 
and the walls as “history books” are testimony to this sense of pride. 
The third section is of outdoor environments at the Reggio Emilia Schools. These 
slides show that the outside is not only a setting for the building, but offers opportunities 
for leaning through play and exploration. The “real” world is opened (not hidden) for the 
whole child to explore and discover. 
The fourth section shows how nature is brought inside with plants, windows, and 
displays. This section shows that light plays a critical part in the Reggio Emilia 
approach. (There are slides of a shadow screen, light table, and light picture). Light 
seems to be a way of capturing natural curiosity, making the familiar novel, and 
connecting the outside to the inside. “Connections” is a major thrust of this presentation. 
The connection between the outside and inside world is a focal point of the last two 
sections. 
The fifth section deals with community as a key to learning. Each town has a 
piazza; so does each school. The kitchen, piazza, and atelier are for the children, families 
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and teachers. All the people that are involved in some way with the school are invited to 
negotiate, and there is attention to making everyone feel comfortable. 
The next section shows children working at many different areas in many 
different classrooms. There is attention to detail in the materials. The child is stimulated 
through the environmental displays. Even the bathrooms have mirrors and 
documentation to foster curiosity and learning. This section will highlight that 
purposeful quality of the environmental set-up. 
The seventh section focuses on the documentation process. The appreciation of 
and connections to former learning will be addressed. This section will examine the 
environment as the third teacher. A discussion will be held about how the documentation 
process helps give life meaning. Included in this section is a slide of an organized way 
utilized by a teacher to expedite the documentation process. Also there is a slide of 
notebooks that are utilized for portfolios. 
The last section will show Italian and American educators collaborating. This 
section will indicate how willing the educators in Reggio Emilia were to share what they 
have observed and learned. There was also an eagerness on their part to hear and explore 
our responses to their work. In conclusion, the issue of constructive conflict as a valuable 
ongoing process will be discussed. 
The teachers attending the session will be asked to find an example of a child 
going from not knowing to knowing. The example is to be presented at the collaborative 
meeting. 
Treatment Session Two 
The second treatment session will begin getting into specifics. “Observation will 
be the specific issue discussed. Observation is critical, yet observation is a difficult role 
for many teachers although it is a precursor for developing teaching expertise. For the 
purpose of this study, it will be defined specifically as an understanding of the process of 
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documentation. It is the hope of the researcher that there will not be a difference between 
a teacher and an observer; both roles are necessary for a genuine educator. 
The treatment of observation will be divided into three steps. The first step is to 
separate the data from the interpretation. This is a difficult step since all observations are 
biased. However, as Carlina Rinaldi (at the NAEYC Conference in Atlanta, 12/2/94) 
suggests, this is a strength, not a weakness. Coming to an agreement during observation 
exercises will serve to strengthen the argument that some sort of truth (a knowledge) is 
being sorted out through group collaboration. 
To achieve this first step, participants will observe and record their observations 
of the researcher reading a children’s book for a few minutes. A discussion of what, how, 
and why the participants recorded what they did will follow the observation. 
The second step is to balance interpretation and judgment. Once again, the group 
process of searching and arguing to get to “reality” will be fostered. 
To achieve this second step, the participants will be given a green and a yellow 
highlighter pen and an actual observation made on a child. (This observation was made 
on a four-year-old child. It was given to the researcher by a colleague in Massachusetts.) 
The participants will be asked to use the green highlighter to mark relevant data, and the 
yellow highlighter to mark statements that seem judgmental. The participants will then 
share what they marked. 
The final step of observation (which is inherent in the initial two steps) is to 
realize the complexity of the task of observing. Perhaps this is what makes observation 
such a difficult role; many educators see observation as passive when actually if 
observation is to be effective it requires the active reevaluation of strategy. 
Together the group will generate a list of strategies to make observation work. 
This brainstorming list will be posted in the faculty lounge for future reference. 
These topics will be touched upon throughout all the treatment sessions. As 
Carlina has stated, “listening” is an active verb. The researcher will listen actively as the 
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teachers participate in the case study that will be presented. The task (as set out by 
Carlina for teachers with children) will be to encourage the teachers to be apprentice 
researchers. 
Carlina talks of the value of strategy versus planning. Strategy seems more 
inclusive of processes than planning. With strategy there is a balance constantly 
occurring between a hypothesis and the decisions made. This requires that a teacher be a 
keen observer who is curious about how the hypothesis will turn out and flexible with 
what actually happens. To start this apprenticeship, teachers will be encouraged to note 
hypotheses and what occurs for discussion at next week’s collaborative meeting. 
Treatment Session Three 
The main purpose of this session is to practice developing scenarios with children 
that will promote learning. To reach this goal, the use of collaboration, video equipment, 
and the video printer will be utilized. 
To facilitate collaboration it is important that there be a foundation, and viewing 
video tapes of each class will help provide this foundation. Collaboration does not 
usually just occur naturally; it is a time to share opinions and perhaps there should be a 
structure of differences. This session will provide two specific scenarios to demonstrate 
these techniques. 
The video camera will be used as the instrument to facilitate collaboration since 
video cameras are easily accessible at the Berkley Child and Family Development Center. 
However, most of the teachers at the Center do not use these cameras as a means for 
observation and curriculum development. Therefore, the first step is to practice using 
these cameras (since the equipment may see burdensome until it is utilized). This will be 
done before the treatment session. The second step is to learn how to capture information 
from the video, and the third step is to relate this to the documentation process. 
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To obtain the information at the center and relate the information to 
documentation, a video printer will be utilized. There is a new video printer at the 
University of Missouri, Kansas City, and the participants have access to this. This will be 
the first time any of the participants utilized the printer, and the participants need to 
become aware of the value of this equipment, as the printer may be a key instrument in 
the documentation process. 
The procedure for the actual session is as follows: Participants (two for each 
classroom) have been asked to film with the video camera in their classes for twenty to 
thirty minutes. Then, they were to identify the most significant scenario(s) from the 
video tape. It is up to the participants to decide the time during the day when they choose 
to record. This choice will be discussed and used in the session. If all the participants 
tape during activity time in the morning, there will be a discussion of the program for the 
rest of the day. (The children may go to the Center from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) If 
outside time, nap time, lunch time, or any other time during the day is taped, it will be of 
value to discuss why. 
The next step for our meeting will be to watch these scenarios. Each participant 
will be asked to choose what she feels is meaningful in the scenario, what she feels is 
significant to her and why. Together the participants will discuss these significant 
elements, and their possible extensions and connections. 
Each pair of participants than will pick out a beneficial learning example to be 
captured on the video printer. Together the participants and researcher will use the video 
printer so the participants will become familiar with this new equipment. Participants 
will be asked to carefully select a way to present the print in their classroom environment. 
The participants will then capture an anecdote involving the children and the video print 
that has been displayed. These anecdotes will be shared at the next collaborative 
meeting. 
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Treatment Session Four 
In the last session the participants discussed scenarios from video recordings 
made in their classrooms. The teachers were asked to post these anecdotes and capture 
the next set of anecdotes by watching the interaction between the children and the 
environment (specifically the displayed video printer). 
In this session participants will decide on a logical next step for the activity that 
has been documented and the further documentation of that activity. 
The researcher will discuss Carolyn Edwards’ research with the project approach 
and toddlers. The participants and the researcher will go step by step through her 
example of what children would find interesting about water, and how to proceed when 
the teachers’ hypotheses are not validated by the children. The inspiration from the 
Reggio Emilia approach is to be utilized here: “If there are 1000 hypotheses generated by 
the teachers, then it is more likely the teacher will be open and ready when the child 
comes up with the 1001 idea.” 
Together the participants and researcher will brainstorm all the possible 
hypotheses that are developed. If these hypotheses are supported, what will the teachers 
do to make this an optimal experience for the children? The participants and researcher 
will discuss what to do if such hypotheses are supported or not supported. The purpose 
here is to present the possibility that one of the greatest joys in education is to be in 
search of one thing and discover another. 
For next week’s collaborative session, the participants will be asked to keep notes 
on formulating hypotheses and to see how the hypotheses that the children are actually 
interested in might be developed. At the next collaborative session teachers will be asked 
to discuss the hypothesis process. The researcher believes that there will be more 
openness towards ideas on the part of the children, since the teachers have generated 
many different notions of what will actually occur. 
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Treatment Session Five 
The emphasis of this session will be on ways to enlarge the child’s own 
experience at school, so that it will be more inclusive of the child’s past, present, and 
future. When education is outside the child’s range of experience, comprehension 
becomes more difficult. Sometimes children need to be directly aware of the experiences, 
and sometimes guidance is needed to help children gain some knowledge from these 
experiences. 
Two examples will be shared with the participants to foster this concept of using 
the children’s range of experience. There will be a discussion of how our perceptions are 
restricted by our experience. One example will be an experiment with a stereopticon 
which used pictures of a bullfighter and a baseball player. When looking into the 
stereopticon, Americans saw only the baseball player and Mexicans saw only the bull 
fighter. When told there were two different pictures in the stereopticon, then the subjects 
found that their experience often became broadened when they looked into the 
stereopticon again. 
The second example will be an experiment in which people went into a dark room 
and thought they saw an image of a chair. After being allowed to touch the supposed 
chair, they found it was an arrangement of ropes. Thus, limited experience often equals 
limited understanding. Direct experience can lead to a broadening of perception. 
Children do not get a real grasp on understanding unless they are captivated; real 
education is based on curiosity. Teachers need to determine if an issue is a genuine 
wanting to know or a passing idea on the part of the child. Teachers need to avoid 
making assumptions that children are interested in certain issues. Rather, teachers need 
to help children explore what they do want to know. 
Ways of capturing these genuine interests will be examined carefully. One 
possible way of capitalizing on these experiences may be by using errors constructively, 
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this may be one of the ways that children may be “caught” for a “teachable moment.” It 
should be kept in mind that this is a process. 
Materials from The Having of Wonderful Ideas and Other Essays on Teaching 
and Learning by Eleanor Duckworth (1987) and “Helping Children Ask Good Questions” 
by George Forman (1992) will be explored. 
In “Helping Children Ask Good Questions,” Forman (1992) encouraged asking 
questions that help children reflect upon their thinking. The point is to foster the child’s 
interest in the challenges the child is experiencing. Forman cautions that teachers need to 
remain in the system in which the child is operating and find a way to help the child 
reflect on the thinking process. Forman suggested that repeated experimentation with 
transformations (manipulating materials that change their format), and allowing children 
to explore through art mediums (e.g.., drawing their understandings with markers) are 
two important ways to help children reflect upon their thinking. 
If the child asks why does it rain, the teacher could encourage the child to develop 
hypotheses. The child could further explain his/her problem by drawing the question and 
possible answers. The teacher could help the child further reflect by working with a 
sponge. 
The Having of Wonderful Ideas and Other Essays on Teaching and Leaning by 
Eleanor Duckworth (1987) has a close relationship with Forman’s article. Duckworth 
stated that teachers need to help children accept their own ideas and work them through. 
The more children explore their “wonderful ideas” (these are ideas wonderful to the child, 
they may not look so wonderful to the outside world, and this does not matter), the more 
likely children will become life-long discoverers. 
Furthermore, Duckworth, like Forman, strongly urged the use of connections. 
These connections do not just appear. Rather, Duckworth suggested that in developing 
connections, knowledge should be built on a person's informational repertoire. Again, 
she advocated that children need to answer the questions they raise themselves. 
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Therefore, the tools that teachers set out should have something to do with what the child 
is thinking about. 
Teachers need to search out deep, relevant connections for children. Often adults 
contrive issues to try to promote integrated learning. However, the adults need to 
reconsider what they plan, and check that it fits in with the natural order of the child’s 
world. 
In this session, the participants will be presented with a synopsis of Forman’s and 
Duckworth’s ideas. The participants will then generate a list of questions children have 
raised (some "teachable moments"). Together the group will think of methods they have 
either observed or hypothesized that involve manipulation of materials or a tool that may 
help the child explore and that will challenge the child’s curiosity. The notion of 
repetition, extension, and longitudinal projects will be reinforced by the researcher. 
Participants will be reminded that a one time experience to help children think about their 
thinking is usually not enough. 
For the next collaborative meeting participants will be asked to find an example of 
when they know a child was genuinely curious. The participants will be asked to explain 
specifically how they knew the child was curious. 
Treatment Session Six 
The main purpose of this session is to explore verbal and nonverbal provocation. 
We will role play three scenarios in which the teacher is asked to challenge children’s 
ideas effectively. The scenarios are (a) a child is playing at the clay table using a roller 
and making “pancakes”, (b) a child is at the water table pouring water from a cup into a 
water wheel, and (c) a child is finger painting with red paint on a tray. In other words, 
what materials or words will cause curiosity (foster disequilibrium) within the child? 
The researcher will ask for examples of times when constructive criticism worked 
personally for the participants. There will be some examples from collaborative meetings 
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(given by the researcher if the participants do not present such examples). The growth of 
constructive ideas as a result of constructive criticism is to be the focus here. It will not 
seem so “harmful” (as many early childhood educators in the United States view 
constructive criticism) to provoke a child (and encourage his or her peers in this manner) 
if personal growth is seen. 
Treatment Session Seven 
This is the last session. It will explore the relationship between portfolios and 
documentation. 
The following five questions will be discussed in regards to portfolio assessment: 
(a) What is a portfolio?, (b) What will a portfolio look like?, (c) Who is the audience for 
the portfolio?, (d) Why are portfolios beneficial?, and (e) How can portfolios be 
implemented? 
Once the previous five questions have been discussed, the participants will be 
asked to explore the same five questions in regard to documentation. Finally, the 
overlaps between portfolios and documentation will be discussed. Documentation is 
group oriented while portfolios are for the individual. If they are to be useful processes, 
however, there should be some common “key elements.” Dated, systematic, organized, 
connected work would involve the common key elements the researcher advocates. The 
“how to” for each of these key elements is to be left to the participants so they can learn 
to understand and use these elements effectively. 
APPENDIX D 
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APPENDIX E 
REACTIONS 
The following is a brief synopsis of the researcher’s journal. Pseudonyms (for the 
participants and director) have been utilized to insure confidentiality. 
Treatment Session One (November 22.1993) 
Overall Impressions 
The participants discussed how they are used to writing up lengthy activity plans 
before the activity was to be done (to be reviewed by the director and posted for the 
families). They wanted me to judge this process and the activities. I hope to encourage 
participants to reflect together on issues rather than hearing only my judgment. 
I was surprised how “basic” the questions were. I was reminded to work with the 
participants rather than teach at them as they responded with more curiosity (and interest) 
in the slides about Reggio Emilia that were most relevant to their everyday situations 
(e.g., superheros and safety issues). 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. Who discovered Reggio Emilia? 
2. When was Reggio Emilia discovered? 
3. Why was Reggio Emilia discovered? 
4. What happens after age 6? 
5. Are the shelves safe? They discussed setting up safety standards for the school. 
6. How do they use the superhero play? They discussed children’s interest in Batman. 
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Collaborative Session One (December 2.1993) 
Overall Impressions 
This session seemed like a productive and necessary component of the research 
study. Permission to slow down and change existing practices with their “activity plans” 
seemed to be the main focus of the meeting. The collaborative meetings seem to be 
needed. The teachers seem conscientious, yet isolated and somewhat frustrated with the 
lack of support. When I mentioned a few quotations from different articles, the teachers 
asked for copies. This seems to indicate an eagerness and openness to learning in a 
constructivist manner. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. Vicky discussed how she saw the process of gaining knowledge as a spiral staircase. 
2. Carla and Vicky discussed how they had a “high maintenance” class this year, and 
they needed more “laps” (for the children to sit on). 
3. I responded to the need for more laps with the idea that perhaps environmental 
changes would help. I suggested that comforting areas (e.g., sensory tables and clay). 
Permission to have sand and water to soothe children rather than fit a theme and 
creating mailboxes were discussed. The teachers were excited about the idea of 
mailboxes. 
4. We discussed the cycle of familiar to novel and how children need to be grounded in 
the familiar. The teachers seemed excited about cutting the harried pace. 
5. I suggested that the whole room did not have to be involved in a theme. We 
discussed how themes often become contrived by the adults. 
Treatment Session Two (December 6.1993) 
Overall Impressions 
Vicky mentioned that she was so excited about our first two meetings that she 
would like to invite Joan (a kindergarten teacher). I opened the meetings to the whole 
staff. Joan joined us for most of the remaining treatment and collaborative sessions. 
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I am concerned that people seem to be looking to have the correct answers just 
handed to them. There still seems to be a lack of collaboration. When asked to generate 
a list of observation tools, it took a lot of prodding before they realized I really wanted 
them to generate the list rather than my just telling them observation techniques. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. The notion of observation seemed familiar to the participants. 
2. The following is the list generated as observation tools: (a) eyes and ears (for verbal 
and nonverbal information), (b) a clipboard, (c) binders to use at the end of each 
session, (d) notebooks or journals with children’s names and any information that 
occurs out of the ordinary, (e) a tape recorder, (f) Post-its, (g) a camera, (h) video, and 
(i) a video printer. 
3. We discussed the value of participants and children keeping journals. 
4. Beth wanted to know how a teacher could observe and supervise adequately, 
especially since she is often the only teacher outside with the children. 
5. Vicky asked me to read her family newsletter discussing slowing down curriculum. 
Collaborative Session Two (December 20.1993) 
Overall Impressions 
There was a frustration over holiday scheduling that needed to be attended to. We 
addressed an underlying desire to cut the hierarchy and have everyone be part of the 
decision making. We stayed late and negotiated a schedule instead of following the usual 
protocol in which the head of the preschool made the decisions. At the end of the 
meeting, everyone seemed satisfied and eager to continue this type of negotiation in the 
future. It took time to get the real agenda on the table; once it was established we could 
deal with it. Everyone seemed willing to compromise as long as she was heard and had 
her major issues attended to at the meeting 
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Discussion and Questions That Arose 
Before the holiday schedule negotiations began, we had the following discussion. 
I explored several topics until I reached the cause for the tension in the room. 
1. Vicky shared the shortened schedule that their class is now utilizing. 
2. Beth shared a scenario about a child. This led to a discussion of the importance of 
observation. I handed out the list of observation tools generated at the last session 
and asked for further questions and comments about observation tools. 
3. We discussed how audio tapes are hard to hear, and that videotapes may be easier to 
utilize. We discussed (a) children could tell you lots of information, (b) the benefits 
of watching these tapes together, and (c) how the video printer may be an additional 
bonus. I asked them to try a video observation for the next treatment session. 
4. Vicky said she was confused about projects. She wondered if the culminating product 
at the end was the major purpose. We talked about how a note to parents explaining 
the documentation (e.g., telling them to note the children’s quotations, explaining 
process and products) may be helpful at this school. I tried to generate a list of what 
documentation would represent the process and what would represent the product. 
5. They asked me the following questions: (a) What is Loris Malaguzzi’s role?, (b) 
How much training do the teachers in the Reggio Emilia schools have?, (c) Is there a 
hierarchy with the staff at the Reggio Emilia?, and (d) Shouldn’t assistants or people 
with less experience be equal? 
6. They discussed their new mailboxes. So far children were writing letters to parents, 
friends, and teachers. They told me that the children whose parents were interested in 
the mailboxes were the children who utilized the mailboxes the most. 
7. The following concerns arose for me: (a) I need to balance my agenda with theirs, (b) 
The process did take a long time, and (c) Participants need to speak up more. 
Collaborative Session Three (January 3,1994) 
Overall Impressions 
The themes, scheduling, a shortage of staff, and the definition of a project were 
the main concerns of this meeting. I asked the director (Kathy) to join us so we could 
clarify some of the questions regarding themes and the shortage of staff. The director 
encouraged flexibility in regards to planning and explained the budget limitations that 
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precluded adding another staff member (who would be available to help as needed in the 
classrooms). Bringing in Kathy seemed to help clarify concerns that have been coming 
up consistently. I again invited Kathy to attend sessions whenever possible. The 
preschool teachers stayed after to attend to other scheduling concerns. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. The director said there was a limited budget over which she had little control, and that 
the fact that the dean was an interim made it difficult for issues to be negotiated. 
2. There was a question about how to begin doing themes. There seems to be a 
reevaluation of “themes” and the way they are now being approached. Kathy said she 
did not care about the format as long as planning was evident. Kathy reminded the 
teachers not to get stuck on how they need to fill out every box on the form. 
3. We talked about a “workable” way to plan with themes. Debbie came up with the 
notion of listing ideas under themes, and that teachers could use these ideas during 
the week when the children seem ready. We talked about the idea if teachers come up 
with many hypotheses, they will be ready for the children’s novel idea(s). 
4. The preschool teachers used the format from the last collaborative meeting after our 
session. 
Additional Information That Occurred Before the Session 
I received a message from Vicky. Vicky wanted to tell me that she felt while the 
participants were discussing the center’s activity planning form at the session, they felt I 
was talking more about a project approach. Vicky said she wanted more information 
about this approach. Furthermore, Carla had asked her how to ask children’s questions, 
and she wanted to know if I had any information to help Carla. Also, Debbie mentioned 
positive feeling about being included in decision-making. 
Treatment Session Three (January 10,1994) 
Overall Impressions 
I was disappointed that we did not capture a “teachable moment” in the 
videotaping. There was not any event on the video that the participants wanted to get a 
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picture of from the video printer. However, we did begin to sort out our definitions of 
projects versus themes. It seems to be taking time to come up with ideas. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. Vicky came in excited to share that she had started a project. 
2. I handed out articles on asking questions and the project approach. 
3. I asked them to come up with solutions to what was meant by a project versus a 
theme. They said (a) Perhaps it was a bigger extension of an idea, (b) A project was a 
more focused idea over a longer period of time, and (c) A project was ongoing and 
did not need to be in every area of the classroom. 
4. We talked about how a small group, not the whole class, could be doing a project. 
We discussed observation and open-ended questions as possible keys. 
5. We discussed closure on activities. Debbie mentioned that she knew a project was 
done when the children were not interested anymore. I suggested that perhaps the 
culminating activity could be a celebration, or that perhaps asking children what they 
still needed to know will help with closure. 
6. We watched the video from a classroom. After viewing the video, we discussed ideas 
for projects. We generated a list of what the children were invested in doing. 
7. This led to a discussion of how you get the child’s ideas. Is it too abstract to ask a 
child “What do we need?” or “What do we want to know?” Debbie felt these 
questions were too difficult for children to answer. She explained if they do not know 
the why of the issue, how can they ask what they want to learn? I suggested trying 
these questions. 
8. We brainstormed a list of what might engage children. I asked about connections: 
Are these child or teacher connections? 
9. We discussed the problems that arose: (a) it takes a lot of time, (b) technical expertise 
(e.g., the tripod was broken), and (c) the ideas for projects becoming teacher- 
contrived. 
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Treatment Session Four (January 24.1994) 
Overall Impressions 
This meeting seemed to give us a chance to enjoy one another. There was 
laughter and teasing that seemed more positive than at any previous meeting. This may 
be because I was more relaxed and allowed myself to deviate from the preplanned 
treatment session. Perhaps, I should relax, guess solutions, and rearrange accordingly. 
Since the video did not capture anything to build on in the last treatment session, I 
brought in the pictures that I took at the Human Development Laboratory School 
(December 1992) and we discussed each picture. These pictures illustrated the influence 
that Amelia Gambetti (who had taught in Reggio Emilia for twenty-five years and was a 
visiting faculty member at the University of Massachusetts) had on the school. 
It seems easier to view someone else’s room when evaluating. There seemed to 
be a genuine interest in the photographs. I think they realized that they had made a lot of 
progress, and this was an ongoing challenge. It was especially apparent when the 
teachers pointed out documentation in their environments and they were excited about 
what they had done. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. We discussed the nineteen photographs I took at the Human Development Laboratory 
School in December 1992. In Amelia Gambetti’s classroom, there were pictures of 
light being utilized, documentation panels (some of which were inclusive of home 
and the family), and beautifully organized displays. 
2. I told about the changes I had observed in Dotty Meyer’s room (a faculty member at 
the laboratory school) regarding documentation. These changes included the 
following: (a) the documentation of a bus trip (changes noted were that it was dated 
and Dotty had taken notes during the trip), (b) a panel inclusive of things children did 
during the summer (the family was included in a different way, there was more of a 
history to the classroom), (c) a panel that had some blank space (there was an 
acceptance of the process), and (d) the three week transportation mural (different 
mediums had been explored over a longer period of time). 
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3. The participants asked the following questions: (a) What exactly is the Reggio Emilia 
approach?, (b) Is the Reggio Emilia approach one specific method?, and (c) How can 
we get children to act naturally when videotaping? 
4. When they viewed mirrors being used with an activity in the Amherst pictures, the 
subject of whether they would be permitted to experiment with mirrors was discussed. 
Collaborative Session Four (January 31.1994) 
Overall Impressions 
Most of the session was spent discussing the lack of respect they felt they were 
getting at the Berkley Center. There seems to be a control issue amongst the staff. Vicky 
was absent and this seemed to change the group dynamics a great deal. I have a different 
insight, I did not realize how disrespected some of the participants felt. Furthermore, I 
challenged my role: getting materials (e.g., Mylar to serve as a mirror) does not empower 
them now nor lead to an autonomous feeling later. I think this meeting was important. 
Anger was honestly stated and we seemed to reach a different level of intimacy. I think 
we cleared up the notion that I was trying to assert power in getting them materials. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. I asked what they would like to spend the rest of the sessions discussing. Portfolio 
assessment was their answer, since conferences would begin soon. 
2. I asked about the project I saw documented in Debbie and Beth’s classroom. Carla 
mentioned how she was just down the hall and knew nothing about it; she asked how 
long the project had been going on. Beth answered about two weeks. 
3. I asked what the children were interested in doing. Several possibilities were listed. 
4. They told me about feeling limitations about what they could put in the environment, 
since it was a laboratory school and tours were also coming through the school. They 
went on to explain that having me get permission was disrespectful to them. 
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5. I encouraged them to ask staff for support. They did not think this was realistic. Beth 
said that maybe it was because the school was new, and perhaps it would change. We 
discussed how taking risks and feeling ownership of the classroom was vital. We 
listed four key features of determining whether to do an activity: (a) It doesn’t hurt 
me (the teacher), (b) It doesn’t hurt the kids, (c) It doesn’t hurt the building, and (d) It 
is not going to offend any families. 
Treatment Session Five (February 7.1994) 
Overall Impressions 
I tried to be less of the authority this session. I asked the participants to describe 
any risks they had taken during the week, and to describe what documentation meant to 
them. I think we are feeling more comfortable creating solutions together. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. They came up with three risks, (e.g., dealing with the ongoing new families entering 
the center). 
2. They discussed four main ideas about documentation: (a) documentation is the past, 
present, and future, it’s a photo album, but more than pictures; (b) it’s language 
samples, writing samples, artwork; (c) anything that shows the development of a child 
over a period of time, and (d) growth from one person to another. 
3. They came up with ideas about growth versus extension: (a) They are the same, (b) It 
is repeating an activity, (c) It involves having the children tell what they have done 
learning from each other, (d) There are connections from adult to child (the adult can 
be parent or teacher), (e) It is extending activity to activity and making a connection 
between them, and (f) It’s challenging. 
4. They discussed the audiences for documentation. In both classes the children have 
been very interested. They said that the small number of parents that do look seem to 
carry it home. They felt teachers need to explore each other’s rooms more. Also, 
documentation is for doctoral students, students, community, media. 
5. We discussed how much adults can learn about children from documentation. For 
instance, connections and reasoning made by the children. 
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Collaborative Session Five (February 14.1994) 
Overall Impressions 
Most of the session was spent discussing issues that seem to be causing tension 
between the staff members at the center. Participants seem to give risks that are safe for 
everyone to hear. There seems to be a tension between participants and the director. 
Also, there seems to be a resentment of the hierarchy at the school. This conflict seems 
to be influencing this study. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. This session started with a participant saying: “If this is a state-of-the-art school (we 
have the facility and equipment), what about staff and collaboration. We do not have 
time to talk with each other.” She said they needed some “strokes.” She went on to 
ask: “Shouldn’t a break be your break?” 
2. The response was that people want to tour and observe the school in the morning, and 
they did not see any time that these meetings could happen. 
Treatment Session Six (February 21,1994) 
Overall Impressions 
Most of the session was spent discussing portfolios versus documentation. The 
lack of cooperation and a tension growing between the participants seems to be hindering 
the documentation process. There seems to be some “fencing” and an unequal voice 
among participants. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. They mentioned three points about portfolios: (a) They help compile data about 
children: work, pictures, quotations; (b) Portfolios are more individualized than 
documentation; and (c) They said portfolios are for the parents and teachers. 
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2. We discussed who documentation was for: (a) It helps them educate themselves, (b) 
They said parents look at pieces, not the whole, with documentation. Parents look at 
one thing and catch it when they have time. Also, parents look at comparing children 
and look at the wall and search for certain things they want to take place (e.g., does 
my child have friends?) Sometimes parents notice changes about their child, and (c) 
They said children are getting more out of the documentation than adults in the 
school. Vicky gave an example of a child in her class who called over another child to 
“ooo” feel his collage on the wall. 
3. I asked if documentation was only art. They said it was much more. There are many 
representations of different types of creativity captured on the walls. 
4. I asked if they would do portfolios if they did not have to? There was no hesitation 
“Yes, we did them before without knowing it.” They were a way to show growth. 
5. I asked if they would do documentation if they did not have to. “Yes, it’s for the 
kids; they have pride in seeing their work up there, and it stimulates a lot of 
conversation between them.” They said they had never done documentation before; it 
is a new concept, yet kids can go back and revisit, they can go back and remember. 
Also, it is fun to see they have a history together. Also, it forms a connection to 
families (something to talk about at home and school). 
6. They said documentation made them see, look and make sure connections are 
happening. We discussed how audiences and presentations were important and 
influential in documentation. 
7. I ended the discussion by asking if they had any questions for me to ask Eva (a 
teacher who spent a year’s internship in Reggio Emilia) about Reggio Emilia. They 
wanted to know the following: (a) What is the structure of a day like?, (b) How do 
they staff?, and (c) Is mixed age grouping advantageous? 
8. I asked the participants about risk-taking this week. They (excitedly) told me about 
new ideas and how the children were bringing up these new ideas on their own later. 
Additional Information That Occurred Before the Session 
Last night (February 27, 1994) I had a conversation with Leila Gandini regarding 
my data so far. From this discussion, I feel I need to reflect on the following questions: 
1. What was the change from the first session to the other sessions? 
2. Why did this change occur? 
3. Why has there been not as much development as I had hoped for? 
4. What if collaboration had been discussed before the study? 
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5. How do the participants see collaboration? (Since it is difficult to collaborate without 
a common goal, this will be the first issue I attend to.) 
The issue of how participants view collaboration has three main components: (a) 
their understanding of collaboration, (b) the value the participants place on collaboration, 
and (c) their concerns regarding collaboration. 
Leila Gandini pointed out that either the teachers did not understand collaboration 
or they were lukewarm about the benefits of collaboration. A discussion with the 
participants may clarify their viewpoints. It will help determine if is something the 
participants value. If the participants define and value collaborations, these clarifications 
will help me reflect upon the concerns the participants have regarding collaboration. 
Collaborative Session Six (March 7.1994) 
Overall Impressions 
We spent most of the time discussing the possibility of the participants becoming 
involved in workshops and inservice training I have been asked to give throughout 
Missouri. Participants seemed excited to be included and expressed a desire to be 
involved. 
Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. We discussed using slides from their classrooms and Reggio Emilia. 
2. Vicky mentioned how excited the children were about the documentation. She went 
on to tell how the children are starting to use their portfolios (versus the portfolios 
being just for the adults). One child even made up a song and dance about going to 
the “port- port- folios, la, la.” This lead to a discussion of whether good practices 
were unique to Reggio Emilia. 
3. Vicky discussed seeing a school with plate glass windows all across the front. 
Displayed across the windows were Xerox copies of lions and lambs that the children 
had colored. The lions and lambs were all perfectly cut out and lined up in a perfectly 
horizontal line. The participants all expressed chagrin at this type of practice. 
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4. Beth told how she was working at a school where one of the main agendas was to 
teach the three year olds to “color in the lines.” She said how uncomfortable she was 
when her head teacher insisted she follow the practice. Each of us told a story about 
how we were embarrassed when we could not complete an activity the right way. 
They asked how they could help other educators realize the significance of process 
and child-invested products without insulting their “factory-like” practices? 
5. The participants expressed a desire to present a workshop about process and product 
curriculum with me. This generated a discussion about the differences and when 
product was important, how to appreciate the process, and when product was too 
teacher-contrived. We then discussed how this was related to documentation. 
6. They excitedly asked me if they could share a few risks from the week. 
Additional Information That Occurred Before the Session 
Vicky called me and asked if we wanted to meet. (It was vacation for other 
participants.) I told Vicky I was interested in her views on collaboration. 
1. Vicky felt collaboration was more of an issue between her and Carla than it was with 
Beth and Debbie. The major reasons Vicky felt this difficulty with collaboration had 
occurred are (a) lack of any breaks together, (b) more of a hierarchy feeling in her 
team, and (c) the difference in training. 
2. Vicky felt that Debbie and Beth would say that there was not a collaboration concern 
at the school. I asked Vicky to tell me about collaboration and the “bigger picture.” 
She was not sure what I meant so I told her I found it interesting that the project in 
one classroom was unfamiliar until we discussed it at a collaborative meeting. She 
saw this as my agenda more than the teachers. I asked her about the need for released 
time to collaborate with the community and parents. She said this may be a 
possibility, but was concerned about teachers misusing this time. 
Collaborative Session Seven (March 7,1994) 
Overall Impressions 
I went in with the following questions: How could I have facilitated 
collaboration? How do you feel collaboration is going? What hinders/helps the 
collaborative process at the Center? The collaborative process seems to be more of a 
« 
value to me than the participants right now. 
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Discussions and Questions That Arose 
1. I began the discussion by asking how I could have facilitated collaboration. Beth: 
“In here [referring to the four of us and our meetings] or the whole school?” 
2. Me: “Either.” (This question surprised me. Reflecting on it now, I realize I saw these 
as totally related.) 
3. They said that they wanted time to interact: They don’t have time to even meet 
together. They outlined that they felt there are basics that need to be covered. For 
example, coverage for the new preschool class, and a time for team members to meet. 
4. They said the collaborative approach was something that might be sought out in a few 
years, but right now there were basics that needed to be met. 
5. This led to a discussion about Kathy’s recent announcement about resigning. The 
participants seemed uneasy about the situation. 
Additional Information That Occurred Before the Session 
I sat down to organize a list for the participants to use for the presentation on 
documentation. I decided to use this list as my hypothesis of where I think participants 
will go and let them play it out to see where they actually go? I developed a working 
outline and decided I will bring in the slides I have taken of their classrooms each month 
and use that as a catalyst for discussion. 
Treatment Session Seven (April 4.1994) 
Overall Impressions 
I began the session by asking the participants if they were interested in doing a 
presentation on documentation. They seemed excited about this. I asked them to think 
about how they wanted to organize the presentation. We looked at slides of their 
classrooms to stimulate discussion. 
Discussions and Questions That Arosg 
« 
1. They felt the hallway displays were a big facilitator in linking the classrooms. 
2. In response to family boards they said that more parents were now reading messages. 
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3. I commented on how I thought we had achieved a lot during our short time together. 
Debbie pointed out a nearby school that has not really understood the documentation 
process even though they say they are doing it. She said they just put up children’s 
work with a few notes and that there were no real connections. 
4. Three participants had journals that they had chosen to keep during the case study. 
Additional Information That Occurred After the Session 
Vicky and I met two times to discuss the documentation presentation she will do. 
The following is the format we outlined for the presentation: 
1. Participants will meet in small groups introduce each other and list words that come 
to mind with documentation. 
2. Vicky will define that to her documentation seems to be a vehicle for explaining what 
you are doing; it explains the meaning of what the children are doing. Slides of 
documentation will help tell the story. 
3. The group will break into small groups and list (a) What information does 
documentation give? and (b) To whom? The group will come together and share the 
information. For closure, look back at the definitions of documentation. They started 
with: Would you add or change anything? Why? 
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APPENDIX F 
RELIABILITY CHECK FOR HYPOTHESIS SORT 
Table F.l. Control Group Hypothesis Sort Reliability Check. 
CONTROL GROUP Fall Winter 
Barbara 89% 85% 
Candice 72% 80% 
Donna 72% 83% 
Valerie 87% 87% 
Table F.2. Treatment Group Hypothesis Sort Reliability Check. 
TREATMENT GROUP Fall Winter 
Beth 69% 81% 
Carla 75% 90% 
Debbie 83% 72% 
Vicky 77% 80% 
APPENDIX G 
RELIABILITY CHECK FOR OBSERVATION FORM 
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